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ABSTRACT 
This study used hypothetical depictions of hookup scenarios to assess the perceptions of 
388 participants for whether specific interactions between third-party characters involved sexual 
misconduct and the perceived appropriateness and wrongfulness of those behaviors. The current 
research examined the role of three independent between-subject variables in perceptions of 
sexual misconduct perpetration: a) Sex Motive (Low, High); b) Chronic Power (Low, High); and 
c) Acute Power (Low, High, Control). Results showed that individuals high in sex driven 
motivation, compared to those who less often hookup for sex driven reasons, perceived some 
perpetrators to be more wrongful but also expected these perpetrators to gain social approval 
from men peers as a result of their actions. Individuals of high chronic power consistently 
viewed both the perpetrators and the victims as less wrongful compared to those of low chronic 
power. High chronic power individuals also thought it would be less appropriate to report the 
misconduct of some perpetrators compared to those of low chronic power. The interactive effects 
of acute power on low chronic power individuals produced increased expectations of social 
approval from men peers of some perpetrators when primed for acute high power compared to 
acute low power. Priming acute low power among high chronic power individuals produced 
increased expectations of men peer social approval for the perpetrator compared to the control 
group. Lastly, this study assessed a mediational explanation for the relationship between chronic 
power and perceptions of sexual misconduct perpetration. This relationship was partially 
mediated by perceptions of the victims’ hookup norm violations in three vignettes. In one 
vignette, expectations for women peer approval of the perpetrator fully mediated the effects of 
chronic power, and partially mediated the effects of sexual entitlement, on the perceived 
wrongfulness of sexual misconduct perpetration. 
  
 
1 
 
 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Sexual misconduct is defined as “physical sexual acts perpetrated against a person’s will 
or where a person is incapable of giving consent due to the victim’s use of drugs or alcohol” 
(Ali, 2011).  Research from the 1980’s to the present day has found that between 25% to 50% of 
college students report being a victim of sexual misconduct or assaults (e.g. Abbey, Ross, 
McDuffie & McAuslan, 1996; Cantor, Fisher, Chibnall, Bruce, Townsend, Thomas & Lee, 2015; 
Koss, Gidycz, & Wisniewski, 1987). In response to such alarming figures and student demands 
through protests and lawsuits against universities for failing to take seriously claims of sexual 
misconduct and assault, the federal government and institutions of higher learning have 
implemented and amended a wide variety of policies in the last four decades (e.g. Title IX Act, 
1972; Cleary Act, 1998; Violence against Women Act, 1994; Sexual Harassment and Rape 
Prevention Program; for more information see Wies, 2015).  
Despite such advancements at the federal level, a 2002 study found that more than half of 
the institutions surveyed failed to provide comprehensive training on sexual assault awareness, 
prevention, handling, and reporting to new students, faculty and staff, or campus security officers 
(Karjane, Fisher & Cullen, 2002). The failure of institutions to implement comprehensive sexual 
misconduct policies and effectively translate such policies to student action has clear 
implications. An analysis done by the Bureau of Justice Statistics of National Crime 
Victimization Surveys from the years 1997-2013 found that the change in rate of sexual 
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victimization of women on college campuses was not significantly different from 1995 to 2013, 
nor from any one year to the next during this time period (Sinovich & Langton, 2014).  Further, 
in 2015, less than half of university students recalled information or training about sexual 
misconduct prevention from their orientation (Cantor et al., 2015). Although a 2016 
experimental study found that interactive policies, including facilitated discussion, significantly 
increased recall and understanding of policies, discussion less consistently increased confidence 
in knowledge of where and how to get help for oneself or a friend, and only minimally improved 
confidence in providing help to a stranger (Potter, Edwards, Banyard, Stapleton, Demers & 
Moynihan, 2016). As such, further research is needed to determine how campuses can help 
students engage in effective discourse to recognize and prevent potential catalysts to sexual 
misconduct. The current study aims to show the role that differing social motives of engaging in 
casual sex might play in instances of sexual misconduct. Students and campuses overall might 
benefit from promoting student dialogue about social motives for engaging in casual sex to 
prevent and reduce instances of sexual misconduct.  
Hookup Culture: 
Definition, Prevalence, Motives, and Linkage to Sexual Misconduct 
Sexual activities among college students are widespread, and take diverse forms from 
consensual, casual “hookups” to nonconsensual incidents of sexual misconduct.  Definitions of 
hookups in the literature are wide-ranging, but share some common characteristics including the 
performance of sexual acts that lack a premise of commitment or any explicit acknowledgement 
of a continuing relationship (e.g. Garcia & Reiber, 2008; Garcia, Reiber, Massey & Merriwether, 
2012; Hatfield, Hutchinson, Bensman, Young & Rapson, 2012; Lewis, Granato, Blayney, 
Lostutter & Kilmer, 2012;  Paul, McManus & Hayes, 2000). Definitions have varied widely in 
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terms of acquaintance level of the actors, acknowledgement of repetition, and the range of sexual 
acts. Some definitions posit that hook ups only occur between strangers or “brief 
acquaintances… usually lasting only one night” (Paul et al., 2000). Although such a definition 
encompasses what is referred to among young adults as a “random hookup,” it fails to 
acknowledge the existence of on-going, non-committal, sexual relationships. While some 
definitions include only oral, anal, or vaginal sex (e.g. Hatfield et al., 2012), others include a 
broader range of behaviors such as kissing and touching (e.g. Garcia & Reiber, 2008; Garcia et 
al., 2012; Lewis et al., 2012; Paul et al., 2000). In an effort to include the large array of hookup 
behaviors and patterns normative to college students, the definition used in this study is informed 
by a qualitative exploration of the college hookup (Paul & Hayes, 2002) and a meta-analysis on 
the topic (Garcia et al., 2012).  A hookup is defined as a sexual encounter between persons not 
engaged in a committed relationship which may include a wide range of behaviors such as 
kissing, sexual touching, oral and penetrative sex, without the premise of future commitment to a 
traditional dating relationship.  
 “Hookup culture” has become increasingly normative in the 21st century society, 
reflecting a cultural shift among younger generations towards acceptance of casual and non-
committal sexual relationships. To illustrate, the percentage of people admitting to casual sex 
interactions grew on average from 35% in the 1980’s to 45% in 2010’s, and grew from 19% to 
31% for women in the nationally representative General Social Survey (Twenge, Sherman & 
Wells, 2015). In fact, these interactions have possibly become more popular than traditional 
dating interactions among college students; one study found that a sample of college men and 
women reported twice the number of hookups than first dates (Bradshaw, Kahn & Saville, 2010). 
Paul and Hayes (2002) also found that college students reported a mean of 10 hookups during 
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their college career, and that 85% of men and women had engaged in at least one hookup during 
their college career. Estimates of hookup prevalence, however, have been criticized for imprecise 
operational definitions and sampling methodology. Even so, the most conservative estimate of 
the prevalence of hookup behaviors on college campuses still sits in the majority at 56% of 
students having engaged at some point during college (England, Shafer & Fogerty, 2012). 
 Research also suggests that hookup interactions might foster incidents of sexual 
misconduct. In a qualitative study asking a sample of 155 women students and 32 men students 
to describe their best, worst, and typical hookup experience, Paul and Hayes (2002) found that 
16% of students felt pressured to engage in sexual activities beyond their comfort zone during a 
typical hookup experience. During nearly all accounts of worst hookup experiences, at least 
some level of coercion was reported. To quantify this finding, students in another study reported 
that 78% of their unwanted or coerced sexual experiences occurred within the context of a 
hookup rather than in a relationship or on a date. Further, of those students in the sample who 
reported having engaged in hookup culture, nearly a third of these women had experienced 
unwanted intercourse compared to 10% of men (Flack, Daubman, Caron, Asadorian, D’Aureli, 
Gigliotti & Stine, 2007). Lastly, in nearly 8% of hookups, the woman was deemed unable to give 
consent to sexual activity due to intoxication or incapacitation (Lewis, et al., 2012).  
As hookup culture and its outcomes have become more prevalent and apparent in society, 
research has worked to explain the psychological processes driving such behaviors. At the head 
of this research, Kenney, Lac, Hummer, and LaBrie (2014) validated five motivational categories 
for engaging in hookup culture on two samples of men and women university students. This 
study found that men score systematically higher than women on all five of the following 
motivational subscales indicating that men are, overall, more motivated to hookup than their 
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woman peers. The social-sexual motivation encompasses those who engage in hookup behaviors 
for the benefit of a sexual experience across a wide variety of partners without the formation of 
attachments. Individuals who engage in hookup culture solely to experience feelings of arousal 
associated with sexual behaviors are included in the enhancement motivational category. The 
social-relationship motivation describes those who participate in hookup culture with the 
intention or hope of potentially identifying a more serious partner.  Individuals motivated to 
hookup for mentally hedonic reasons; to increase positive feelings about the self and decrease 
negative ones fall under the coping motivational category. These individuals are more likely to 
experience feelings of depression, anxiety, and stress associated with their sexual behaviors 
compared to the first three groups. Lastly, the conformity motivation encompasses those who 
participate in hookup culture because their peers are also engaging. Like coping, these 
individuals also experience increased feelings of depression, anxiety, and stress related to 
hooking up. Although five motivational categories were validated, a distinction can be made 
between motives inherently associated with gaining sex itself (social-sexual, enhancement) and 
those motives driven by desires for various secondary outcomes associated with engaging in 
hookup culture (e.g. to gain a relationship, fit in socially, or cope with negative feelings). Sex 
driven motives (i.e. social-sexual, enhancement) are also more significantly and more strongly 
correlated with both increased approval for hooking up and increased frequency of hooking up 
compared to non-sex driven motives (i.e. social-relationship, conformity, coping).  
Research examining the role of sexual entitlement as a predictor for sexual aggression 
suggests that sexual entitlement might be related to sex driven motives for hooking up. Sexual 
entitlement has been defined as a belief and expectation that one's sexual needs and desires 
deserve to be and should be fulfilled (Hurlbert, Apt, Gasar, Wilson & Murphy, 1994). Previous 
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research has found that sexual entitlement, like sex driven motives, is a significant predictor for 
increased number of casual sex partners. The importance of considering motives of sexual 
entitlement for hooking up is underscored by research findings that sexual entitlement is a 
significant predictor for reports of men’s past sexual coercion, low self-control, hostility towards 
women, adversarial sexual beliefs, and less egalitarian attitudes (Bouffard, 2010). Moreover, in a 
sample of 378 university men, Widman and McNulty (2010) found that beliefs supportive of 
sexual entitlement were related to increased likelihood of reporting a greater number of past 
sexual aggression, perpetration of unwanted sexual contact, verbal coercion, attempted or 
completed rape, and a higher likelihood of future sexual aggression. The association between 
sexual entitlement and adversarial sexual beliefs, that sexual relationships are inherently 
exploitative and serve a means to gain power and control (Hines, 2007), suggests that 
individuals, especially men, engaging in hookup culture for sexual entitlement reasons might be 
influenced by a desire to gain or maintain power and control.  Together, these findings suggest a 
possible relationship between sex driven motivations for engaging in hookups, desires for power, 
and sexual misconduct outcomes that warrants further examination.  
Power and Sexual Misconduct 
Power has been widely researched in its relevance to sexual misconduct. The concept can 
occur on two levels, individual and group level, and in many forms, some of which are relevant 
here. Social or structural power can be defined as “relative control over another’s valued 
outcomes” and is obtained through the ability to control resources (Fiske & Berdahl, 2014). This 
type of power can be differentiated from one’s personal sense of power; a psychological state 
conceptualized as “a perception of one’s capacity to influence others” (Anderson, John & 
Keltner, 2012). In the campus context, this differentiation may be illustrated by the example of a 
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fraternity member who, although he obtains structural power through the access to separate 
fraternity housing to hold social gatherings and alcohol to supply those gatherings, is unconfident 
in his subjective sense of power and thus does not attempt to limit access to the parties, allowing 
anyone who hears about the party to participate.  
The relationship between power and sexual misconduct has long been debated, with 
studies largely ignoring the subjective-objective and temporal nature of power and instead 
focusing on its quantity. Such studies yielded conflicting evidence supporting either power or 
powerlessness as stimulating or facilitating the commission of sexual misconduct. Among 
studies supporting a relationship between low perceived power and sexual misconduct, Lisak and 
Roth (1988) found that a sample of college aged men who felt inferior to women were more 
likely to report sexually aggressive behavior than their counterparts who believed that they were 
equal to women. Sexually aggressive men were also significantly more likely than their non-
sexually aggressive counterparts to report feeling deceived, manipulated, or ridiculed by women.  
This study suggests that sexual aggression arises from feelings of relative powerlessness. 
Another study of men committing sex crimes against children supports this theory. In this study, 
a series of semi-structured interviews identified gaining personal affirmation and a sense of 
power and control as a major motivational theme for their crimes (Sullivan & Sheehan, 2016). 
Lastly, in a cross-sectional survey of 168 community members, men showing more willingness 
to participate in casual sex reported more desire to exert influence over others and also reported 
committing more sexually aggressive behaviors in the past and supporting the use of those 
behaviors (Yost & Zurbriggen, 2006).  
Whereas the reviewed studies focus on individual differences in perceived power, other 
research suggests that sexually aggressive men are more likely to hold implicit beliefs that 
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associate sex with gaining or having high power. Pryor and Stoller (1994) found that men 
scoring higher on the Likelihood to Sexually Harass Scale were significantly more likely to 
display increased recall and over-estimated the frequency with which power and sex word pairs 
were presented during an illusory correlation task. These results imply an automatic and implicit 
association between power and sex. This finding was also replicated among men child sex 
offenders (Kamphuis, DeRuiter, Janssen & Spiering, 2005).  
Research has also demonstrated that increased control over resources or feelings of power 
increases the likelihood of committing sexual misconduct. Muehlenhard and Linton (1987) 
examined how control over resources was associated with an increased chance of sexual assault 
in a sample of 294 men and 341 women college students. In a cross-sectional survey, sexual 
assault was reported more often on dates where the man initiated the date, drove during it, and 
paid for all the expenses of the date (Muehlenhard & Linton, 1987). Heightened power has also 
been shown to bias sexual perceptions of a subordinate and prompt sexual harassment. One study 
found that a sample of undergraduate men manipulated to feel powerful by being told they were 
most qualified for the task "leadership position" rated a subordinate confederate as reciprocating 
more sexual interest in them and exhibited more sexualized behaviors toward the subordinate 
than participants who were not assigned to the leadership position (Kunstman & Maner, 2011).  
Differentiating Acute and Chronic Power 
More recently, however, research looking at risk factors for the perpetration of sexual 
misconduct has shifted focus from the absence or presence of power to the temporal experience 
of such. This approach, first explored by Williams, Gruenfeld, and Guillory (2016), makes a 
distinction between acute and chronic power and the dynamic interplay of these two constructs in 
increasing endorsement of sexual misconduct. Chronic power may be thought of as the 
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subjective sense of one’s overall influence over others whereas acute power may be thought of as 
the recent and temporary acquisition of structural resources to exert influence over others or the 
stimulation of a knowledge structure of high power.  
 Williams and colleagues (2016) examined individual differences in perceived power 
over time, called chronic power, and how temporary changes in power, called acute power, were 
associated with the likelihood of committing sexual harassment behaviors in a series of five 
simulation exercises. Individual differences in chronic power were initially measured using the 
Personal Sense of Power Scale (Anderson et al., 2012) and in subsequent studies, the ability of 
the participant to recall a powerful experience. An acute sense of power was manipulated with a 
writing task that asked participants to recall either a time that they had power over others or to 
recall and write about their last visit to the grocery story (no change in power). Some studies also 
used a leader/subordinate manipulation to induce acute power (Williams et al., 2016). A direct 
effect of chronic power was observed where individuals of low chronic power were more likely 
to display sexual harassment behaviors than those of high chronic power. However, across all 
five studies, there was an interaction effect showing that acute power moderated the relationship 
between chronic power and displays of sexual harassment.  Among participants who reported 
chronically having low power in situations, a higher propensity for sexual harassment was 
observed when they experienced a temporary increase in acute power compared to those 
experiencing no change in power.  Conversely, individuals who reported generally having high 
chronic power were less likely to sexually harass following a temporary increase in acute power 
compared to the control.   
Other research has focused on acute increases in power without examining a person’s 
perception of their power across time (chronic power).  Studies have shown that acute increases 
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in power enhanced willingness to violate social norms as a means to goal attainment, particularly 
a sex goal. For example, acute power has been found to diminish attention toward social and role 
constraints of goal acquisition (Whitson, Liljenquist, Galinsky, Magee, Gruenfeld & Cadena, 
2013), incite less inhibited behavior and poorer judgement of a partner’s emotions (Gonzaga, 
Keltner & Ward, 2008), increase social distance to others (Magee & Smith, 2013), promote 
objectification of and diminish empathy toward others (Gruenfeld, Inesi, Magee & Galinsky, 
2008), as well as inhibit social comparison (Johnson & Lammers, 2012). These findings suggest 
that acute increases in power might lower concern about others and facilitate those who associate 
sex with power to act upon their desires and in accord with their implicit beliefs.  
Acute and chronic power dynamics might contribute to explanations of sexual 
misconduct on college campuses.  Sexual misconduct is indeed observable at a higher rate within 
campus environments that promote the acute experience of power. For example, one study found 
that the occurrence of rape in a given year was heightened by 5-10% at elite universities such as 
the University of Michigan, Yale, and Harvard (Cantor et al., 2015). As some studies have 
demonstrated a relationship between autonomy and feelings of power (i.e. Lammers, Stoker, 
Rink & Galinsky, 2016), the entrance into college itself might also simulate an acute power 
experience, potentially lending explanation as to why more than 50% of campus sexual assaults 
occur in the fall months of the first year of college (Kimble, Neacsiu, Flack & Horner, 2008).  
Studies have also shown that sexual misconduct is more likely to be perpetrated by campus 
power holders; fraternity members are three times more likely to be perpetrators of sexual assault 
compared to non-fraternity members (Foubert, Newberry & Tatum, 2007). Another study found 
that fraternities and collegiate athletic teams considered to be “high risk” for misconduct 
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behaviors by the campus population committed 15-20% more sexually aggressive acts than 
members of “low risk” groups and non-group members (Humphrey, 2000). 
High risk groups, however, were also characterized by a higher propensity for alcohol 
and marijuana use in intensity and frequency (Humphrey, 2000). Increased substance use among 
fraternity members may be an alternative or additional mechanism for sexual misconduct itself; 
some studies have found that fraternity members, compared to non-members, are more likely to 
approve of getting women drunk or high in order to more easily illicit sex from them (Boeringer, 
1996; Sanday, 2007). Additionally, a meta-analysis on the literature concerning fraternity and 
athletic members as perpetrators of sexual misconduct found significant effects of group 
membership on endorsement of rape-myth attitudes and self-reported past sexual aggression 
(Murnen & Kohlman, 2007).  
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CURRENT RESEARCH: CONTRIBUTION AND HYPOTHESES 
Mediators of the Effect of Chronic and Acute Power and Sex Motives  
on Perceived Sexual Misconduct 
The literature notes a distinction in how acute instances of high power are construed and 
enacted (see Magee & Langner, 2008), which might affect how individuals of low and high 
chronic power perceive hookup norms, expectations for social approval, and the appropriateness 
of sexual misconduct behaviors. Research has demonstrated that the desire to acquire or maintain 
power tends to be displayed in either a prosocial or antisocial direction. Some studies have 
characterized differences in terms of construal of power as a means to either self-serving or other 
serving ends (Magee & Langner, 2008). Other studies have suggested implicit cognitive 
associations between power and either self-enhancing goals or social responsibility goals. These 
social-cognitive models suggest that both situational primes as well as motivations to maintain or 
attain (chronic) power can affect how acute experiences of power are interpreted and displayed 
(e.g. Chen, Lee- Chai & Bargh, 2001; Scholl, Sassenberg, Scheepers, Ellemers & de Wit, 2016).  
Lammers’ and Stapel's (2009) research on moral thinking and power suggest that 
recalling instances of acute low or high power affects how individuals frame ethical dilemmas 
and make decisions about those dilemmas. Lammers and Stapel (2009) found that individuals 
who recalled instances where they felt powerful were more inclined to use “rule-based thinking” 
and focus on social rules when making moral decisions of third parties, as it was to their benefit 
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to convey authority by exhibiting a concern for others welfare.  Conversely, individuals who 
recalled instances where they felt powerless were more likely to use “outcome-based thinking” 
and focus more on whether the outcomes of decisions were beneficial to them rather than 
whether following the rules increased social welfare. However, the findings also indicated that 
individuals primed with high power were inclined to use outcome-based thinking when deciding 
on first-person dilemmas in conditions where following the social rule would be a detriment to 
themselves. Thus, self-interest is not forgotten when individuals in acute high-power situations 
resolve ethical dilemmas.  
Lammers’ and Stapel’s (2009) study examined how power affected decision-making in 
the context of socially normative and non-rule breaking behavior. However, individuals with low 
chronic power might be more likely to have an exchange orientation where the acquisition of 
power is construed as an opportunity for self-interest (Chen et al., 2001). Thus, those of low 
chronic power might use outcome-based thinking in order to benefit self-interests to gain sex 
when evaluating the appropriateness of behaviors that violate campus rules and constitute sexual 
misconduct in hookup culture. Conversely, those with high power might be more likely to have a 
communal orientation towards social responsibility in which the use of rule-based thinking 
would render evaluations of third-party sexual misconduct behaviors as more inappropriate 
(Chen et al, 2001; Lammers & Stapel, 2009).  
Mediation of the Interactive Effects of Acute High Power.  
In the current research, social responsibility and exchange orientations in evaluating 
misconduct behaviors occur through two mediating processes: expectations for social approval 
of the perpetrator and perceptions of violations of hook-up norms.  The proposed mediational 
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model is illustrated in Figure 1.  These two considerations might explain Williams’ and 
colleague’s (2016) findings. Williams and colleague’s study (2016) found that, following an 
increase in acute power, individuals of high chronic power were less likely than the control to 
display sexual harassment behaviors whereas those of low chronic power were more likely than 
the control to display sexual harassment behaviors. Williams herself suggested this may be due 
to priming of a sense of social responsibility among individuals of chronic high power and a 
priming of goal acquisition for those of low chronic power during the acute high-power 
experience, but did not empirically test for this mediating effect. 
Figure 1. Conceptual Diagram for Proposed Mediational Effects 
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Research examining the norms of college hookup culture supports that social approval
and perceived violation of hookup norms might be focal cognitive processes underlying 
judgments about the wrongfulness of sexual misconduct behaviors. One study examining norms 
endorsed within hookup culture found five overarching themes about hooking up: a) is harmless 
and shouldn’t be complicated by emotions; b) is fun; c) will increase social approval; d) gives 
one control over their sexuality; and e) signifies sexual freedom (Aubrey & Smith, 2013). A 
subsequent study found men were significantly more likely to believe that hooking up would 
increase social approval compared to women. Further, elevated endorsement of the status and 
approval norm was the most significant predictor of rape myth acceptance for both women and 
men (Reling, Barton, Becker & Valasik, 2017). These findings suggest that students who are 
particularly focused on gaining social approval from hooking up might be willing to commit 
misconduct to satisfy this desire.  
Studies examining the efficacy of bystander interventions to decrease sexual misconduct 
on college campuses also supports the consideration of norms and social approval. Social norms 
theory suggests that individuals will be more likely to consider a sexual act as wrongful and an 
instance of misconduct and to intervene if they perceive that their peers would also evaluate the 
act as misconduct and would approve of the intervention (Berkowitz, 2010). Several studies have 
demonstrated the effect of perceived peer norms on bystander intervention behavior. A study 
examining self-reported intentions to intervene and actual intervention behavior of 406 college 
undergraduates found that students who reported perceiving less peer norms for coercion in 
hookup culture reported more intent to intervene in a sexual misconduct situation. Further, 
increased intervention behavior was reported among students with an increased sense of social 
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responsibility (Banyard & Moynihan, 2011). This finding supports a mediational explanation for 
findings that individuals of high chronic power are less likely to display sexually harassing 
behaviors due to an other-focused orientation that prioritizes a responsibility to social norms, 
particularly when experiencing an acute increase in power. Additionally, students reported more 
intervening behavior when they had higher perceived efficacy for intervening due to social 
support and approval from others (Banyard & Moynihan, 2011). Consistent with these findings, 
another study found that university men reported a higher likelihood of intervening when they 
perceived stronger peer norms for intervening (Mabry & Turner, 2016). Lastly, a study 
examining the relationship between alcohol and attitudes supportive of bystander intervention 
behavior found that university men who engaged in heavy drinking reported less attitudes 
supportive of intervening in misconduct situations. More importantly, this relationship was 
mediated by increased perceptions of peer approval for sexual aggression and was also 
associated with increased past reports of using coercion to gain sex (Orchowski, Berkowitz, 
Boggis & Oesterle, 2016).  
Mediation of Sex Driven Motivation.  
In addition to mediating the effects of acute high power on chronically low and high-powered 
individuals, social norms and expectations for social approval might also mediate the effects of 
sex driven motives. Sex driven motives have the potential to be satisfied by misconduct actions. 
For instance, given no other options, misconduct might be able to satisfy a conquest for 
increased number of partners or desires to engage in sex itself. Non sex-driven motives, 
however, are unlikely to be satisfied by misconduct actions as they would not help one gain a 
relationship partner, feel like they fit in socially, or cope with negative feelings about the self. 
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Desires for social approval perceptions of norm violations might mediate the relationship 
between sex driven motives and perceptions of sexual misconduct as individuals high in sex 
driven motive are focused on giving the social appearance that one is adept at participating in 
hookup culture. Such an appearance would be reliant on avoiding norm violations within hookup 
culture.  
Mediation of the Interactive Effects of Acute Low Power.  
The results of Study 2 in Williams and colleague’s (2016) series imply that it might be 
unclear how the relationship between acute and chronic power will operate in hookup culture. 
This study examined how perceived availability of a potential sex partner affected feelings of 
hostility among chronic low and high-power individuals following an acute power increase. 
Results indicated that individuals of chronic low power felt more hostile when expecting to 
interact with an unavailable partner, but less hostile when expecting to interact with an available 
partner. These results were reversed for participants of high chronic power; they felt more hostile 
when expecting to interact with an available partner, but less hostile when expecting to interact 
with an unavailable partner following an acute increase in power.  These findings have important 
implications for how this relationship might operate in hookup culture, where everyone 
participating is assumed to be available. This would suggest that individuals of low chronic 
power should display decreased hostility within the hookup culture setting. However, availability 
becomes ambiguous when considering how instances of resistance or rejection might affect 
perceptions of availability. Taking this into consideration might suggest that an acute power 
increase, in itself, does not incite aggressive strategies to obtain sex among individuals of low 
chronic power. Rather, these individuals might be more likely to resort to aggressive strategies 
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when they perceive resistance to their sex goal. Further, it is important to consider that the 
perception of resistance and impediment to a goal might even qualify as an instance of acute low 
power. These considerations suggest that changes in acute power in either direction might 
produce decreased ratings of wrongfulness for sexual misconduct among individuals of chronic 
low power, albeit through different mechanisms. 
Previous research suggests that individuals of high chronic power might construe 
decreases in acute power as a threat to one’s ego and respond aggressively (e.g. Fast & Chen, 
2009; Strelan, Weick & Vasiljevic, 2014). Individuals of chronic low power might see an acute 
decrease in power as a reminder of their chronic lack of control and influence. However, it is 
unclear if such a reminder might discourage aggression or incite frustration and aggression.  One 
study of adult professionals with varying degrees of power in their employment found that 
aggression increased among more powerful participants following an experience of self-
perceived incompetence compared to those undergoing a high competence prime (Fast & Chen, 
2009). However, Fast and Chen (2009) concluded that the effect of an incompetence prime was 
inconsistent across chronic power level; some studies showed that those with low chronic power 
compared to those with high chronic power were less aggressive or did not differ on aggression. 
Another series of studies examining the effect of chronic and acute power on revenge seeking 
following various transgressions consistently found that, when primed with acute low power, 
university students of chronic high power felt more vengeful and reported more intent to enact 
revenge compared those of chronic low power (Strelan et al., 2014). Notably, findings under 
conditions of acute high power were consistent with those of Williams’ and colleagues’ study. 
Although, mean differences in reports of vengeance between chronically low and high-powered 
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students were not as large in the acute low power condition compared to the acute high-power 
condition suggesting that the effect of acute low power might not be as strong or as consistent as 
that of acute high power, particularly for chronically low powered individuals (Strelan et al., 
2014).  
While the research suggests that individuals of chronic low power might respond to an 
acute decrease in power with either frustration or discouragement, individuals of chronic high 
power are more clearly expected to respond with feelings of threat and subsequent frustration or 
anger. Responses of frustration are concerning due to an array of research supporting a 
relationship between frustration and aggression. Some studies have specifically studied this 
relationship in reference to sexual aggression. One study of university men found that 
participants scoring high in sexual coercion proclivity reported feeling more anger and 
frustration following an insult from a woman confederate than participants scoring low in 
coercion proclivity. Moreover, these participants were more likely to report that they would 
enjoy sexually coercing the confederate after reading a sexually coercive fantasy vignette 
compared to students scoring low on the proclivity measure. These results imply that individuals 
who do sexually coerce may have a lower frustration tolerance and that they may be more likely 
to act on feelings of frustration in situations where sexual coercion might be readily used 
(Thomas & Gorzalka, 2012). Another study examining affective reactions to sexual refusal 
during a hookup scenario found that higher ratings of anger, surprise and confusion following a 
refusal increased men’s likelihood of responding with verbal coercion (O’Dogherty-Wright et 
al., 2010). While the relationship between frustration and aggression has been well demonstrated, 
findings that surprise and confusion increased verbal coercion align well with previous research 
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suggesting that individuals of high chronic power will be more likely to sexually aggress 
following an acute decrease in power, such as a sexual refusal, as they are not accustomed to 
feeling rejection and powerlessness.  
Gender Effects 
This model also requires consideration of the role of gender. Gender has been shown to 
have a significant main effect on sexual entitlement (Widman & McNulty, 2010) and on sexual 
harassment proclivities (Williams et al., 2016).  Williams and colleagues (2016) found that men 
exhibited a higher likelihood to sexually harass (Study 1) and showed more willingness to enact 
unwelcome sexual behaviors toward a hypothetical workplace subordinate (Study 2). However, 
in both studies, the interaction between power condition and gender did not approach 
significance, indicating that chronic power had similar effects on men’s and women’s likelihood 
to sexually harass and willingness to enact unwelcome sexual behaviors following an acute 
power increase.  As such, gender and sexual entitlement will be treated as covariates of outcome 
measures of sexual misconduct. Gender has also been shown to have a significant main effect on 
overall motivation to hookup. However, gender does not interact with specific motivations for 
hooking up; meaning that, women and men are equally as likely to identify with any one 
motivation for hooking up (Kenney et al., 2014). Further, men and women do not score 
significantly differently on measures of motivation to maintain or attain power (Zurbriggen, 
2000). This suggests that chronic power, acute increases in power, and the desire to attain or 
maintain that power does not operate differently across genders and there is no reason to believe 
that men and women will use their motives for hooking up differently.  
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Hypotheses12 
Hypothesis One. 
A main effect for sex motive is expected on ratings of wrongfulness for the perpetrator 
and victim, men peer approval for the perpetrator, and victim reporting. Individuals high in sex-
driven motives for hooking up, compared to those with low sex driven motives, will rate the 
perpetrator as less wrongful and as gaining more men peer approval, and the victim as more 
wrongful and that it would be more inappropriate to report the misconduct.  
Hypothesis Two. 
A main effect for chronic power is expected on ratings of wrongfulness for the 
perpetrator and victim, men peer approval for the perpetrator, and victim reporting. Individuals  
with low chronic power, compared to those with high chronic power, will rate the perpetrator as 
less wrongful, expect him to gain more men peer approval, perceive the victim as more 
wrongful, and perceive the victim’s reporting of the misconduct as more inappropriate.  
Hypothesis Three. 
An interaction between acute and chronic power on ratings of wrongfulness for the 
perpetrator and victim, men peer approval of the perpetrator, and victim reporting is expected. 
Consistent with Williams’ and colleagues’ (2016) findings, following an acute increase in power, 
individuals of low chronic power will rate the perpetrator as less wrongful and the victim as 
                                               
1 Perceived wrongfulness of the perpetrator’s behavior is assessed via perceptions of the perpetrator’s 
violations of hookup norms, the extent to which he took advantage of the victim, the extent to which his 
actions are an example of misconduct, the extent to which he should face sanctions from the university, 
and expectations of reduced social contact from women peers.  
 
2 Perceived wrongfulness of the victim’s behavior is assessed via perceptions of her violation of hookup 
norms, the extent to which her behavior is an example of misconduct, the extent to which she should face 
sanctions from the university and expectations of reduced social contact from men peers.  
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more wrongful, expect the perpetrator to gain more men peer approval, and perceive reporting of 
the misconduct to be inappropriate compared to individuals of low chronic power in the control 
condition (no change in acute power). Conversely, individuals of high chronic power stimulated 
with an acute power increase will show opposite effects. Compared to the control condition (no 
change in acute power), individuals of high chronic power experiencing an acute power increase 
will rate the perpetrator as more wrongful and the victim as less wrongful, expect the perpetrator 
to gain less approval from men peers, and perceive the victim’s reporting of the misconduct as 
more appropriate.  
Individuals of chronic low power will rate sexual misconduct perpetration as more 
wrongful and as gaining less approval from men peers and the victim as less wrongful and her 
reporting as more appropriate when stimulated with an acute decrease in power compared to an 
acute increase in power. However, ratings will be similar for the acute low power condition and 
the control condition among participants of chronic low power. For individuals of chronic high 
power, sexual misconduct behavior from the perpetrator will be rated as less wrongful and as 
increasing men peer approval while the victim will be rated as more wrongful and her reporting 
as more inappropriate when they are stimulated to think of powerlessness (acute low power) 
compared to no change in power. 
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Figure 2. Expected Acute x Chronic Power Interaction 
 
Hypothesis Four. 
A mediational effect of men peer social approval for the perpetrator and perceived 
violation of hookup culture norms from the victim is expected on ratings of wrongfulness for the 
perpetration of sexual misconduct.  Perceptions of men peer approval and perceived violations of 
hookup norms on the part of the victim will mediate the direct effects of sex motive on ratings of 
wrongfulness for the perpetrators, after controlling for sexual entitlement and gender. 
Participants of high sex driven motive, compared to those low in sex driven motive, will expect 
the perpetrator to gain more men peer approval and will view the victim as having violated more 
hookup norms, leading to decreased perceptions of wrongfulness for the misconduct 
perpetration. 
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of acute high power on ratings of wrongfulness for the perpetrators, after controlling for sexual 
entitlement and gender. Individuals of low chronic power will indicate that the victim violated 
hookup norms and that the perpetrator will experience increased social approval from men peers, 
leading to decreased ratings of wrongfulness for the perpetrator’s sexual misconduct behaviors. 
Individuals of high chronic power will indicate that the victim did not violate hookup norms and 
that the perpetrator will experience decreased men peer approval, leading to increased ratings of 
wrongfulness for the sexual misconduct. The mediational effects will be strengthened under the 
condition of acute high power for chronic low and high-power individuals.  
Perceived frustration of the perpetrator will also mediate the interactive effects of acute 
low power on ratings of wrongfulness for the perpetrators’ behavior among high chronic power 
participants. Under conditions of acute low power, chronic high-power participants will perceive 
the perpetrator as being more frustrated during the hookup interaction leading to decreased 
ratings of wrongfulness for the misconduct perpetrator compared to under conditions of high 
acute power or in the control condition. It is unclear if the stimulation of acute low power among 
low chronic power participants will cause increased perceptions of the perpetrators’ frustration 
during the hookup interaction, and if this will lead to decreased ratings of wrongfulness for the 
perpetrators’ behavior compared to those in the acute high power or control conditions.  
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METHODS 
Participants 
Prior to recruitment, a power analysis was conducted to obtain the sample size needed for 
an OLS regression testing the proposed hypotheses (Cohen, 1988). We assumed, based on prior 
research (i.e. Widman & McNulty, 2010; Williams et al., 2016) that gender and sexual 
entitlement would explain about 13% of the variance, and estimated the interaction effect to 
account for 3% of the variance on the dependent variable. Based on the power analysis, for 95% 
power with a model that contains 8 effects and two controls, a sample size of 300 was needed. 
Voluntary participants from two sampling sessions on Amazon’s Mechanical Turk 
platform were recruited. Participants had to meet the following eligibility criteria to be included 
in the study:  a) be a participant of hookup culture; b) identify as heterosexual, bisexual, or 
pansexual; c) be currently enrolled at a university or having graduated in 2016 or later; d) be 18 
years of age or older; and e) identify as either men or women only. Across the two sampling 
sessions, 904 were denied participation for not meeting the eligibility criterion after consenting.   
The first sampling session recruited 570 participants, of which 236 were either denied 
participation for not meeting eligibility criteria or elected to end participation after consenting. 
Due to an error in eligibility filtering for graduation year, the remaining 334, regardless of their 
graduation year, were allowed to participate in the study and were compensated $1.00 for their 
time. Upon accounting for graduation year, 276 participants met all eligibility criteria including 
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being currently enrolled at a university or having graduated within the last year (i.e. 2017 or 
later). Thus, a second sample of participants was recruited to meet sufficient power for analysis.  
The second recruitment obtained 1263 voluntary participants of which 595 eligible participants 
were compensated $1.00 for their time.  
Upon combining both data sets, of the 1833 recruited participants, 406 were excluded for 
electing to end participation after consenting to participate. Another 1039 participants were 
excluded from analysis for either failing to meet eligibility requirements or being determined as 
unqualified. Participants with a duration time of below 15 minutes or with less than four correct 
manipulation verification words were considered unqualified and excluded from analysis. These 
exclusions left a total of 388 eligible and qualified participants for analysis.  
Of the 1445 participants excluded from analysis, a total of 831 participants either did not 
meet eligibility criteria and were not permitted past the eligibility questions or chose to end 
participation during the eligibility questions. Of the participants excluded from analysis who 
provided demographic data, 60.9% identified as men and 37.1% identified as women while 2.0% 
identified as a gender other than a woman or man (n = 614). A total of 12 participants were 
excluded from analysis for a gender identification other than men or women. Of the 1182 
providing data on their sexual orientation, 67.6% identified as heterosexual, 24.5% as bisexual, 
3.9% as homosexual, 1.7% as pansexual, 1.2% as asexual, and 1.1% as a sexual orientation other 
than those listed. A total of 73 participants were excluded from analysis for identifying as either 
homosexual, asexual, or with a sexual orientation not listed. The mean graduation year for 
excluded participants was 2017.21 (SD = 5.51, n= 795) and participants were 26 years old on 
average (SD = 7.35, n = 643). In addition to the 831 participants excluded due to eligibility, an 
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additional 265 were excluded for not completing the word search manipulation. Of those that did 
complete the word search (n = 349), 51.0% were excluded for failing to enter four or more 
correct manipulation verification words. The mean number of correct verification words for 
excluded participants was 3.40 (SD = 2.00) words. Of the excluded participants who finished the 
survey (n = 1039), 83.6% were excluded for a duration time of under 15 minutes, with a mean 
duration time of 7.00 minutes (SD = 12.79).  
The final sample consisted of 388 individuals, with 48.7% identified as men and 51.3% 
identified as women. A majority identified as heterosexual (72.2%), while 24.7% identified as 
bisexual and 3.1% as pansexual. The mean year of graduation was 2019.97 (SD = 1.29) with a 
forced minimum of 2016 and a maximum of 2030. The majority of participants reported a 
graduation year of 2020. The average age of participants in the final sample was 27 years old 
(SD = 6.77). The oldest participant was 56 years old, while the youngest participants were 18 
years old. The majority of participants reported that they were 21 years old. Qualified 
participants had a mean of 5.43 (SD = .78) words correct in the manipulation verification and 
took an average of 30.09 (SD = 12.19) minutes to complete the survey with a forced minimum of 
15.00 and a maximum of 105.00 minutes.   
Measures of Hookup Motives, Hookup Participation, and Chronic Power 
Hookup Motives Questionnaire. 
The Hookup Motives Questionnaire (HMQ) is a 19-item instrument which measures 
frequency of use on a five-point scale across five distinct motivations for engaging in hookup 
behaviors. This scale was developed on two independent, college-aged samples, one using 
exploratory factor analysis and the other using confirmatory factor analysis (see Kenney, Lac, 
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Hummer & LaBrie, 2014). These studies demonstrated satisfactory discriminant validity between 
subscales as the highest correlation between any two factors was r = .6. Additionally, sufficient 
construct validity of each subscale was achieved (α = .80 to .92).  For this study, the Hookup 
Motives Questionnaire was used to measure sex driven motivation, non-sex driven motivations 
were not included in the analyses. Please see Appendix A for the Hookup Motives 
Questionnaire.  
A confirmatory factor analysis with varimax rotation revealed two factors (i.e. sex-driven 
and non-sex driven) with the exception of the coping items which loaded ambiguously toward 
the sex driven factors. Despite this, sufficient inter-item reliability was reached for both sex-
driven items (Cronbach’s Alpha = .86) and non-sex driven items (Cronbach’s Alpha = .87) when 
coping items were included in the non-sex driven items scale. Thus, sex-driven motivation was 
measured using the mean score of 8 items from the social-sexual and enhancement subscales of 
the HMQ. The mean score for sex driven motives was 3.47 with a standard deviation of 0.91 (n = 
387). A median split at 3.50 was used to classify participants as either high or low on both 
motive types. This resulted in 208 (53.6%) participants being classified as high and 179 (46.4%) 
as low for sex driven motivation. The mean for participants in the high sex driven motive group 
was 4.15 (SD = .44) and 2.68 (SD = .64) for the low sex driven motive group.  
Personal Sense of Power Scale. 
The Personal Sense of Power Scale (PSPS) is an eight-item instrument measuring 
agreement on a seven-point scale with constructs that indicate personal power (Anderson, John 
& Keltner, 2012). Please view Appendix B for the Personal Sense of Power Scale. The Personal 
Sense of Power Scale was used to measure chronic power. Chronic power was measured using 
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the mean of the eight items in the scale, four of which were reverse scored. A reliability analysis 
of the eight-item scale showed a Cronbach’s Alpha of .86. Among qualified participants, the 
mean score of chronic power was 4.70 with a standard deviation of 1.06 (n = 387). A median 
split at 4.60 was used to aggregate participants into chronic low power or chronic high-power 
groups resulting in 197 participants (50.9%) classified as low chronic power and 190 (49.1%) as 
high chronic power. The mean for high chronic power participants was 5.56 (SD = .63) and 3.86 
(SD = .63) for low chronic power participants.  
Modified Sexual Narcissism Scale. 
The Sexual Narcissism Scale (SNS) is a 20- item instrument measuring sexual 
entitlement, sexual exploitation, sexual empathy, and grandiose sense of sexual skill on a 5-point 
scale. The instrument was validated on a sample of 152 men and 147 women with a confirmatory 
factor analysis revealing factor loadings above .50 for all subscales. This study utilized five items 
from the sexual entitlement subscale and five items from the sexual exploitation subscale. These 
subscales were chosen not only for their conceptual relevance to our study, but for their 
increased intercorrelation (r = .72) compared to other subscales (r < .50). While the authors 
estimated a three-factor model, it provided significantly poorer fit; so, four subscales were 
retained. Factor loadings for sexual entitlement items ranged from .64 to .70 and from .55 to .73 
for sexual exploitation items. Sufficient internal reliability for the entire instrument (α = .85), as 
well as the sexual entitlement subscale (α = .80) and the sexual exploitation subscale (α = .76) 
was also demonstrated. A second study examining the relationship between sexual narcissism 
and sexual aggression demonstrated that both sexual entitlement and exploitation was 
significantly associated with frequency of committing sexually aggressive acts, a past history of 
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perpetrating unwanted sexual contact, sexual coercion, and attempted or completed rape, as well 
as future likelihood of sexual aggression (Widman & McNulty, 2010). Please view Appendix C 
to see items from the Sexual Entitlement and Exploitation Subscales of the Sexual Narcissism 
Scale.  
Sexual entitlement scores were computed using the mean of 10 items from the original 
sexual entitlement and sexual exploitation subscales. A factor analysis of these items revealed 
one component which explained 56.57% of the variance on these items. All items loaded on the 
first factor with a minimum factor loading of .627. The Cronbach’s Alpha of these items was .90. 
The mean score for sexual entitlement was 2.29 with a standard deviation of 0.98 (n = 381). A 
majority of participants (11.8%) scored the minimum score (1.00) for sexual entitlement. Only 
4.2% of participants scored in the top standard deviation of this scale (> 4.00).  
Participation in Hookup Culture. 
Participation in hook up culture are operationalized as having engaged in consensual 
sexual behaviors with multiple, non-romantic partners of the opposite sex, without the promise 
of a future traditional dating relationship upon entering the hook up (Paul, McManus, & Hayes, 
2000). Sexual behaviors are operationalized as including, at minimum, prolonged kissing and 
fondling with hand to genital contact, but can also include oral, anal, or vaginal sex, although it 
is not necessary. All 388 qualified participants identified as participants of heterosexual hookup 
culture.  
Random Assignment to Experimental and Control Conditions  
All eligible participants were randomly assigned to either the high power (n = 118) or 
low power (n = 126) experimental conditions or the control condition (n = 144) via a random 
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assignment link created by Loyola University’s information technology team. Participants in the 
experimental conditions were instructed to complete a word search task meant to unobtrusively 
prime high or low power. In all conditions, participants needed to correctly enter at least four of 
the six priming words to qualify for analysis. Please view Appendix D for the word searches.  
 Participants in the high acute power condition were shown a word search containing six 
words semantically related to power (i.e. authority, boss, control, influence, rich, executive) and 
four words unrelated to power (i.e. oven, clock, walk, lake). Participants filled the 10 words into 
preset spaces. As a manipulation verification, participants were asked to type out what words 
they found that were related to having power or being powerful. Several unintended words were 
commonly entered and accepted as ‘correct’ words for verification. These included “influencer,” 
“CEO,” and “top.” Common words that were entered but were not accepted for the verification 
were “author” and “walk.” 
Participants in the low acute power condition were given a word search containing six 
words semantically related to a lack of power (i.e. child, vulnerable, dependent, disabled, poor, 
weak) and four words unrelated to power (i.e. oven, clock, walk, lake). After filling all 10 words 
into preset spaces, participants were asked to type out the words that were related being 
powerless or having low power as a part of the manipulation verification. Common unintended 
words that were accepted for verification included “bled,” “sob,” “slut,” and “deaf.” Either 
“depend” or “dependent” were counted. “Able” was commonly entered but was not accepted in 
the verification count.  
Participants in the control condition were given a word search containing 10 words all 
unrelated to power, six of which were related to house hold items (i.e. cider, walk, depot, lake, 
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couch, kitchen, microwave, television, oven, clock). After entering all 10 words, participants 
were asked to type in which words were commonly found inside a home. In addition to the six 
intended words, “pot”, “fan”, “cider”, and either “clock” or “lock” were also accepted.  
Vignettes1 
A series of vignettes were used to measure the dependent variable. For clarity and ease 
the vignettes are referred to throughout the paper by single-word labels, which were generated 
post analysis and not available to participants. Although the labels attempt to capture the overall 
method in which the misconduct occurred, they are not able to characterize each vignette in its 
entirety. The labels are: Gifting, Courtship, Trickery, and Intoxication.  
After viewing each vignette, participants were asked a series of questions. All opinions 
were assessed with 7-point rating scales. The questions explore perceptions of appropriateness of 
the sexual behaviors and victim reporting as well as rule-based and outcome-based moral 
thinking as measured by perceived violation of hookup norms and expected changes in social 
approval for the perpetrator.  Several other items measured potential covariates of the 
independent and dependent variables. Please view Appendix E for the vignettes.  
The four hypothesized dependent variables are:  a) ratings of wrongfulness for sexual 
misconduct behaviors; b) expectations of social approval outcomes; c) perceived violation of 
hookup culture norms; and d) ratings of appropriateness for the victim’s reporting of the 
misconduct. A factor analysis with varimax rotation of items measuring the dependent constructs 
revealed two main component scales across the four vignettes; a) perceived wrongfulness of the 
                                               
1 Note that Gifting refers to the vignette involving Kyle and Nicole, Courtship to that of John and Rachel, 
Trickery to Andrew and Madison, and Intoxication to Chris and Sara.  
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perpetrator’s behavior and b) perceived wrongfulness of the victim’s behaviors. One social 
approval item loaded on a third component and was kept as its own dependent measure of 
expected men peer approval of the perpetrator. The one item measuring perceived 
appropriateness of the victim’s reporting was also retained as its own dependent measure. 
Combined, the two main components were able to explain 58.67% of the variance on the items 
for the Gifting vignette, 64.68% for the Courtship vignette, 66.00% for the Trickery vignette and 
70.52% for the Intoxication vignette.   
Perceived Wrongfulness of Perpetrator Behavior.  
Five questions were added together to form a scale of perceived wrongfulness of the 
perpetrator’s behavior, Cronbach’s Alpha = .828 (Gifting); .865 (Courtship); .886 (Trickery); 
and .915 (Intoxication). Two of the questions began with, “If this account was spread throughout 
social networks, to what extent do you think {perpetrator}” and then finished with: “would be 
perceived as violating hookup culture norms?” or “will experience reduced social contact from 
female peers?”. The next question was, “If you heard this account on campus, to what extent do 
you think {victim} was taken advantage by {perpetrator}.” Participants were also asked to 
consider: “If you were advising your university on formulating a misconduct policy, to what 
extent do you think {perpetrator’s} actions are an example of misconduct?”  and “If this account 
was reported, to what extent do you think {perpetrator} should face sanctions from his 
university?” All responses were indicated on 7-point Likert scales where 1 = not at all; 4 = 
moderately; and 7 = extremely. The mean score for perceived wrongfulness of the perpetrator’s 
behavior for each vignette was 4.30 (SD = 1.38) for Gifting, 3.92 (SD = 1.54) for Courtship, 4.92 
(SD = 1.58) for Trickery, and 4.08 (SD = 1.78) for Intoxication.  
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Perceived Wrongfulness of Victim Behavior.  
Five questions were added together to form a scale of perceived wrongfulness for the 
victims’ behavior, Cronbach’s Alpha = .814 (Gifting); .834 (Courtship); .795 (Trickery); and 
.814 (Intoxication). Three of the questions began with, “If this account was spread throughout 
social networks, to what extent do you think…” and the three phrases at the end of the question 
were: “{victim} would be perceived as violating hook-up culture norms?”; “{perpetrator} will 
receive approval from female peers?”; and “{perpetrator} will experience reduced social contact 
from male peers?”. Another question asked, “If you were advising your University on 
formulating a misconduct policy, to what extent do you think, {victim’s} actions are an example 
of sexual misconduct?”. The last question asked, “If this account was reported, to what extent do 
you think {victim} should face sanctions from her university?”. All responses were made on 7-
point Likert scales where 1= not at all; 4= moderately; and 7= extremely.  The mean on the 
perceived wrongfulness of victim’s behavior scale for each vignette was 2.50 (SD = 1.30) for 
Gifting, 2.46 (SD = 1.31) for Courtship, 2.51 (SD = 1.36) for Trickery, and 2.53 (SD = 1.37) for 
Intoxication.  
Expected Men Peer Approval for Misconduct.  
Men peer approval of the misconduct was measured with one item which asked, “If this 
account was spread throughout social networks, to what extent do you think {perpetrator} will 
receive approval from male peers?” Responses were recorded on a 7-point Likert scale where 1 = 
not at all; 4 = moderately; and 7 = extremely. The mean score for this measure for each vignette 
was 4.42 (SD = 1.62) for Gifting, 4.49 (SD = 1.70) for Courtship, 4.12 (SD = 1.89) for Trickery, 
and 4.27 (SD = 1.79) for Intoxication.  
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Perceived Inappropriateness of Victim’s Reporting.  
Perceptions of the victim’s reporting of the misconduct were gauged by asking, “If 
{victim} reported this account to campus safety, what is your opinion about this action?” 
Responses were measured on a 7-point Likert scale where 1 = not taking it far enough, it should 
be reported to the criminal justice system; 4 = the correct action to take; and 7 = taking it too far. 
Mean ratings of appropriateness for the victim’s reporting of the misconduct for each vignette 
were 4.80 (SD = 1.49) for Gifting; 4.80 (SD = 1.59) for Courtship; 3.88 (SD = 1.93) for 
Trickery; and 4.48 (SD = 1.89) for Intoxication.   
Frustration Potential. 
Frustration potential was measured with two items which both began with, “To what 
extent do you think {perpetrator} was frustrated with {victim’s} behavior…” and ended with: 
“during the interaction?” or “after the interaction?”. Responses were given on a 7-point Likert 
scale where 1 = not at all frustrated; 4 = moderately frustrated; and 7 = extremely frustrated. The 
mean for frustration potential during the interaction for each vignette were 4.78 (SD = 1.46) for 
Gifting; 4.73 (SD = 1.56) for Courtship; 2.84 (SD = 1.75) for Trickery; and 2.18 (SD = 1.63) for 
Intoxication. The means for frustration potential after the interaction for each vignette were 2.95 
(SD = 1.81) for Gifting; 2.84 (SD = 1.77) for Courtship; 2.22 (SD = 1.72) for Trickery; and 2.49 
(SD = 1.74) for Intoxication.  
In order to assess how changes in frustration during the hookup interaction and following 
the misconduct might mediate the dependent variables, a frustration change variable was created, 
Cronbach’s Alpha = .139 (Gifting); .200 (Courtship); .726 (Trickery); and .720 (Intoxication). 
Before creating the variable, we assessed the correlation between the two frustration potential 
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items; r = .077, p = .177 (Gifting); r = .112, p = .028 (Courtship); r = .570, p < .001 (Trickery); r 
= .563, p < .001 (Intoxication). The variable was computed by subtracting the score of the item 
assessing frustration during the interaction from the score of the items assessing frustration after 
the interaction such that negative scores would indicate a decrease in frustration following the 
use of misconduct. Mean scores for frustration change were -1.82 (SD = 2.26) for Gifting; - 1.90 
(SD = 2.22) for Courtship; -0.63 (SD = 1.61) for Trickery; and 0.29 (SD = 1.58) for Intoxication. 
Manipulation Checks 
Acute Power.  
Following the acute power manipulation, participants in the experimental conditions were 
asked to type the words they found that were related to having power or being powerless. 
Qualified participants had a mean of 5.38 (SD = .79) words correct in the low acute power 
condition and 5.53 (SD = .73) in the high acute power condition. Control participants were asked 
to type what words were household items and had a mean 5.39 (SD = .81) words entered 
correctly.  
Recall of Vignette Details.  
Following each vignette, the participant was asked to answer a question about a specific 
detail of the scenario to verify their attention and comprehension. 1) Nicole and Kyle met {on a 
dating app}; 2) John upsets Rachel by asking her if she is a {prude}; 3) Andrew gives Madison 
free {drinks}; 4) Chris and Sara have sex in {Sara's} dorm room.  
Procedure 
 This study required participants to respond to survey items online. Participants were 
recruited and told of the required inclusion criteria: current enrollment at a university, above the 
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age of 18, identification as heterosexual, bisexual, or pansexual, and participating in hook-up 
culture. Potential respondents were asked to read an informed consent in which they were told 
that the purpose of the study was to examine the relationship between language ability and 
sexual misconduct in hookup culture. Participants clicked “continue” to affirm consent and 
access the survey.  They first completed questions assessing their eligibility. Participants who did 
not meet the eligibility criteria were redirected to a thank you page.  
 Eligible participants then completed a word search specific to their randomly assigned 
condition. They were instructed to type the identified words in to letter spaces as well as to type 
the condition-specific words into text boxes. 
All participants then viewed a series of four vignettes depicting third- person situations 
varying in severity of sexual misconduct. Between each vignette participants were given a series 
of questions assessing perceptions of the event and appropriateness of the perpetrator's and 
victim's actions, and potential consequences on 7-point scales. In all scenarios, the woman 
character played a victimized role, while the man had a perpetrating role. As the software would 
not allow randomization of the order in which the vignettes were presented without also 
randomizing the measures, all participants viewed the vignettes and their respective measures in 
the order of Gifting, Courtship, Trickery, and Intoxication.   
Participants then completed three scales. The order of scales was randomized across 
participants to limit contextual effects. Students completed the Hookup Motives Questionnaire to 
measure sex driven and non-sex driven motives, a measure of sexual entitlement, as well as the 
Personal Sense of Power Scale to assess chronic power.  
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Concluding the study, all participants were thanked for their time and redirected to the
debriefing letter where they could access a completion code to receive compensation on 
Mechanical Turk.
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RESULTS 
This study analyzed outcomes related to sexual misconduct through the use of three 
independent between-subjects variables: a) Chronic Power (Low, High); b) Acute Power (Low, 
High, Control); and c) Sex Motive (Yes, No). The study also includes two control variables: 
gender and sexual entitlement beliefs. The correlation between sexual entitlement beliefs and sex 
driven motives (r = .222, p < .01) was examined before deciding to include sexual entitlement as 
a control variable.  
Selection Bias 
 In order to assess the selection bias of the qualification criteria (i.e. have four or more 
correct anagrams for independent variable verification and a duration time higher than 15 
minutes), chi-square tests and independent sample t-tests were conducted on the appropriate 
participant variables and dependent variable measures. These tests compared participants who 
qualified for analysis to those who did not among participants who were eligible to participate. 
Eligibility criteria included being a participant of hookup culture; identifying as heterosexual, 
bisexual, or pansexual; identifying as men or women only; being of 18 years of age; and being 
currently enrolled at a university or having graduated no earlier than 2016. In total, 830 
participants met the eligibility criteria, of these 388 qualified for analysis and 442 did not 
qualify, as they had times under 15 minutes or did not correctly complete four of the anagram 
words.
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Participant Variables. 
 Table 1 presents a comparison of the final qualified sample that was analyzed (n = 388) 
and the respondents who were removed due to completely the survey in under 15 minutes or not 
correctly finding four of the six anagram words (n = 442) on demographic continuous variables. 
Independent sample t-tests or and chi-squared tests were conducted; the means and statistical 
significance are presented in Table 1.  
 The qualified final sample, compared to the non-qualified sample, had higher scores on 
the continuous scale of chronic power, lower ratings on the non-sex driven motives, and lower 
ratings on sexual entitlement. As expected, the qualified sample also took significantly longer to 
take the survey, had more anagrams correct on the word search manipulation task, and recalled 
more details of the vignettes than did the non-qualified sample. Additionally, a greater number of 
women (51.29%) were in the final sample than in the excluded sample (42.31%); c2(1) = 6.70, p 
< .01. The variation in assignment to the acute low and high-power experimental groups and the 
control group was not significantly different among the qualified and non-qualified sample; c2(2) 
= 3.47, p > .10. Thus, the final qualified sample tends to overrepresent women and those with 
high chronic power and underrepresents those with higher scores on non-sex driven motives and 
those with higher sexual entitlement. 
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Table 1. Selection Bias for Participant Variables 
Participant Variable Mean (SE) Mean Difference F t 
Grad Year 
Qualified 2019.97 (.066) -.084 24.222** -.749 Not Qualified 2019.88 (.091) 
Birth Year 
Qualified 1991.37 (.344) .373 10.464*** .857 Not Qualified 1991.74 (.268) 
Duration Time 
Qualified 30.09 (.619) -10.640 5.207* -8.711*** Not Qualified 19.45 (1.054) 
Correct Anagrams 
Qualified 5.43 (.040) -2.104 306.343*** -15.435*** Not Qualified 3.32 (.130) 
Recall Vignette 
Details 
Qualified 2.63 (.034) -.167 169.465*** -26.485*** Not Qualified .96 (.054) 
Chronic Power 
Qualified 4.70 (.054) -.430 37.963*** -5.732*** Not Qualified 4.27 (.052) 
Sex Driven Motive 
Qualified 3.47 (.046) .018 2.473 .225 Not Qualified 3.49 (.060) 
Non-Sex Driven 
Motive 
Qualified 2.26 (.043) .704 .020 9.388*** Not Qualified 2.96 (.062) 
Sexual Entitlement 
Qualified 2.29 (.050) .899 3.260 10.582*** Not Qualified 3.19 (.067) 
Note: Two tailed ~ p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***; Significant F values indicate that groups 
have significantly different variances on the measure; Significant T values indicate that group 
mean scores are significantly different.  
 
Dependent Measures. 
 Independent samples t-tests were performed on the four dependent measures for each of 
the four vignettes, the results for which are shown in Tables 2. The qualified group was found to 
have rated the behavior of perpetrators in the Gifting, Courtship and Intoxication vignettes 
significantly less wrongful compared to those in the non-qualified group. The qualified group 
also expected all four of the perpetrators to gain significantly less social approval from men 
peers than did the non-qualified group. Additionally, the qualified group consistently perceived 
the behavior of all four victims to be less wrongful than did participants in the non-qualified 
group. Lastly, the qualified group, compared to non-qualified participants, rated reporting of 
misconduct in the Trickery vignette to be significantly less inappropriate.  
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Table 2. Selection Bias for Dependent Measures 
Vignette Mean (SE) Mean Difference F t 
DV: Perceived Wrongfulness of Perpetrator Behavior 
Gifting 
Qualified 4.30 (.070) .390 4.099* 3.619*** Not Qualified 4.69 (.082) 
Courtship 
Qualified 3.92 (.078) .684 17.536*** 5.927*** Not Qualified 4.61 (.085) 
Trickery 
Qualified 4.92 (.080) -.069 14.286*** -.582 Not Qualified 4.85 (.088) 
Intoxication 
Qualified 4.08 (.091) .449 23.472*** 3.321*** Not Qualified 4.53 (.100) 
DV: Expected Men Peer Social Approval of Perpetrator 
Gifting 
Qualified 4.42 (.083) .341 4.820* 2.674** Not Qualified 4.76 (.097) 
Courtship 
Qualified 4.49 (.087) .292 11.314*** 2.207* Not Qualified 4.78 (.100) 
Trickery 
Qualified 4.12 (.096) .455 14.722*** 3.106** Not Qualified 4.57 (.110) 
Intoxication 
Qualified 4.27 (.091) .548 4.113* 3.729*** Not Qualified 4.82 (.115) 
DV: Perceived Wrongfulness of Victim Behavior 
Gifting 
Qualified 2.50 (.066) 1.604 27.588*** 12.991*** Not Qualified 4.11 (.104) 
Courtship 
Qualified 2.46 (.067) 1.527 16.728*** 12.276*** Not Qualified 3.99 (.105) 
Trickery 
Qualified 2.51 (.069) 1.585 15.280*** 12.074*** Not Qualified 4.11 (.113) 
Intoxication 
Qualified 2.53 (.070) 1.523 9.818** 11.442*** Not Qualified 4.05 (.113) 
DV: Perceived Inappropriateness of Reporting Misconduct 
Gifting 
Qualified 4.80 (.076) -.120 3.116 -.960 Not Qualified 4.68 (.103) 
Courtship  
Qualified 4.80 (.081) -.169 2.863 -1.317 Not Qualified 4.63 (.096) 
Trickery 
Qualified 3.88 (.098) .635 2.796 4.029*** Not Qualified 4.51 (.116) 
Intoxication 
Qualified 4.48 (.096) .144 10.809*** .980 Not Qualified 4.63 (.112) 
Note: Two tailed ~ p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***; Significant F values indicate that groups 
have significantly different variances on the measure; Significant T values indicate that group 
mean scores are significantly different.  
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Regressions 
Separate OLS multiple regressions were performed for each of the dependent measures 
across each of the vignettes. Thus, 16 OLS multiple regressions were performed to test 
hypotheses one through three. The control variables were entered first, and the independent 
variables and their interactions were entered into a second block. Contrast coding was used to 
test the main effect for sex driven motive and chronic power, and the interaction effect of chronic 
power with acute power. Note that although limited previous research informed the directional 
predictions originally hypothesized, many of the observed effects of chronic power and sex 
driven motivation occur in the direction opposite of that predicted. In the interest of not 
suppressing effects, the following analyses uses two tailed tests to assess the hypotheses as if 
they were non-directional. Tables 3-6 present the OLS regressions for the dependent measures 
within each vignette.  
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Perceived Wrongfulness of the Perpetrator’s Behavior.1 
Table 3. Perceived Wrongfulness of the Perpetrator’s Behavior  
 
Effect 
Gifting Courtship Trickery  Intoxication 
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) 
Sex Driven Motive  
Main Effect 
.104* 
(.144) 
.020 
(.160) 
.047 
(.165) 
.117* 
(.186) 
Chronic Power Main Effect 
-.137** 
(.071) 
-.159** 
(.079) 
-.100* 
(.081) 
-.156** 
(.092) 
Low Acute * High Acute  
within Low Chronic Power 
-.009 
(.143) 
-.031 
(.160) 
-.030 
(.164) 
-.061 
(.186) 
Low Acute * High Acute 
within High Chronic Power 
-.054 
(.145) 
.024 
(.161) 
.009 
(.165) 
-.005 
(.187) 
Low Acute * Control  
within Low Chronic Power 
-.037 
(.137) 
.002 
(.153) 
.017 
(.157) 
-.008 
(.177) 
Low Acute * Control  
within High Chronic Power 
-.016 
(.139) 
-.084 
(.154) 
-.046 
(.158) 
-.092 
(.179) 
Gender Covariate 
.101* 
(.144) 
.119* 
(.160) 
.067 
(.164) 
.002 
(.186) 
Sexual Entitlement 
Covariate 
-.011 
(.074) 
.061 
(.082) 
-.173*** 
(.084) 
-.044 
(.095) 
Adjusted R2 
.019 
(1.37) 
.029 
(1.52) 
.025 
(1.56) 
.027 
(1.77) 
Note: Two-tailed ~ p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001*** 
Hypothesis one predicted that participants with high sex-driven motives for hooking up 
would be less likely to perceive misconduct behaviors as wrong compared to individuals not 
                                               
1 Note that when the regression is performed with a continuous measure of sex driven motive, rather than 
a dichotomous one, the effect of sex driven motivation is also significant on the perceived wrongfulness 
of the perpetrator in the Trickery vignette.  
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scoring high on sex driven motive. The observed main effect for sex driven motives on perceived 
wrongfulness for each of the perpetrator’s behavior is shown in Figure 3. Opposite of 
predictions, the observed effect indicated that participants who reported hooking up more often 
for sex driven reasons were more likely to perceive the behavior of perpetrators in Gifting and 
Intoxication as wrongful compared to participants who reported hooking up for sex driven 
reasons less often. Note that this effect does not describe a difference between those who report 
hooking up mostly for sex driven reasons and those who report hooking up mostly for non-sex 
driven reasons. Instead, this effect captures the differing perspectives between those who report 
more often hooking up for sex driven reasons and those who report that, when they do hook up, 
it is not as often for sex driven reasons, regardless of how often they hookup for non-sex driven 
reasons.  
Figure 3. Main Effect of Sex Motive on Perceived Wrongfulness of Perpetrator’s Behavior.  
 
 Note: KN refers to Gifting, JR to Courtship, AM to Trickery and CS to Intoxication  
 
The observed relationship between chronic power and perceived wrongfulness of each of 
the perpetrator’s behavior is shown in Figure 4. Hypothesis two predicted that individuals with 
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low chronic power compared to those with high chronic power will be more likely to rate sexual 
misconduct behaviors as less wrong. Instead, a significant main effect of chronic power was 
observed across vignettes in the direction opposite of that hypothesized. In other words, 
participants of higher chronic power compared to those with low chronic power were inclined to 
see the perpetrator’s behaviors as less wrong.  
Figure 4. Main Effect of Chronic Power on Perceived Wrongfulness of Perpetrators Behavior. 
 
 Note: KN refers to Gifting, JR to Courtship, AM to Trickery and CS to Intoxication  
 
 
Hypothesis three predicted a two-way interaction between acute power and chronic 
power. Predictions for the interactive effects between acute and chronic power did not receive 
any support for any of the vignettes, as shown in Table 3, Rows 3-6.  
Both covariates showed significant effects on at least one of the vignettes. Sexual 
entitlement was a significant covariate for the perceived wrongfulness of the Trickery 
perpetrator. Consistent with the literature, the effect showed that participants scoring higher on 
sexual entitlement were less inclined to see the behavior of the perpetrator in the Trickery 
vignette as wrongful. Gender was also a significant covariate for the perceived wrongfulness of 
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perpetrators in Gifting and Courtship. As expected, women were more likely to find the behavior 
of these perpetrators as wrongful.  
Expected Changes in Men Peer Social Approval of the Perpetrator.2 
Table 4. Expected Approval from Men Peers toward Perpetrator 
Effect 
Gifting Courtship Trickery Intoxication 
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) 
Sex Driven Motive  
Main Effect  
.145** 
(.166) 
.097 
(.177) 
.081 
(.196) 
.106* 
(.184) 
Chronic Power Main Effect  
-.044 
(.082) 
-.020 
(.087) 
-.036 
(.097) 
.016 
(.091) 
Low Acute * High Acute  
within Low Chronic Power 
.025 
(.166) 
.086* 
(.177) 
.062 
(.195) 
.132* 
(.183) 
Low Acute * High Acute  
within High Chronic Power 
.031 
(.167) 
.018 
(.177) 
.009 
(.197) 
.035 
(.184) 
Low Acute * Control  
within Low Chronic Power 
.012 
(.158) 
-.115 
(.168) 
-.054 
(.186) 
-.067 
(.175) 
Low Acute * Control  
within High Chronic Power 
-.144* 
(.159) 
-.123* 
(.171) 
-.079* 
(.188) 
-.035 
(.177) 
Gender Covariate  
.210*** 
(.165) 
.164** 
(.177) 
.150** 
(.195) 
.181*** 
(.183) 
Sexual Entitlement 
Covariate  
.114* 
(.085) 
.109* 
(.091) 
.170*** 
(.100) 
.162** 
(.094) 
Adjusted R2 
.068 
(1.57) 
.043 
(1.67) 
.041 
(1.85) 
.056 
(1.74) 
Note: Two-tailed ~ p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001*** 
                                               
2 Note that when the regression is performed with a continuous measure of sex driven motivation, rather 
than a dichotomous one, the significant effect of sexual entitlement on expected men peer social approval 
for the perpetrator in the Courtship vignette is lost.  
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Figure 5 shows the relationship between sex motive and expected changes in men peer 
social approval for each perpetrator. In support of the hypothesis one, participants who reported 
hooking up more often for sex driven motives, compared to those who don’t often hook up for 
sex driven motives, were significantly more likely to expect that perpetrators in Gifting and 
Intoxication would gain social approval from their men peers.   
Figure 5. Main Effect of Sex Motive on Expected Men Social Approval of the Perpetrator 
 
 Note: KN refers to Gifting, JR to Courtship, AM to Trickery and CS to Intoxication  
 
Hypothesis two predicted a main effect of chronic power on expected changes in social 
approval for the perpetrator such that individuals of chronic low power would be more likely to 
report that misconduct behaviors would increase social approval for the perpetrator compared to 
individuals of chronic high power. No significant differences between chronic low and high-
power participants were observed on this measure as shown in the second row of Table 4.  
 Hypothesis three predicted a two-way interaction effect between acute and chronic power 
on expected changes in social approval for the perpetrator. Figure 6 shows the observed 
interaction of acute power for participants of low chronic power on the measure of expected men 
peer social approval for each perpetrator. Individuals of low chronic power were predicted to 
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report that the perpetrator would experience increased social approval when experiencing an 
acute increase in power, compared to experiencing no change in power or an acute decrease in 
power. Consistent with this prediction, the acute high-powered group were significantly more 
likely to expect perpetrators in Courtship and Intoxication to experience increased social 
approval following the misconduct than was the acute low powered group of chronic low power 
participants. Hypothesis three also predicted that the acute low power group would give similar 
ratings of expected social approval as the control group; both of which would be lesser than the 
acute high-power group. Consistent with this prediction, significant differences between the 
control and acute low power groups were not observed on any of the vignettes.  
Figure 6. Low Chronic Power x Acute Power Interaction Effect on  
Expected Men Social Approval of the Perpetrator 
 
 
 Note: KN refers to Gifting, JR to Courtship, AM to Trickery and CS to Intoxication  
 
Figure 7 shows the observed interaction of acute power for participants of chronic high 
power on expected men peer social approval. For these participants, hypothesis three predicted 
less expectations of social approval for the perpetrator following an acute increase in power 
compared to no change in power. This hypothesis was supported under conditions of low acute 
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power, which caused participants of high chronic power to expect perpetrators in the Gifting, 
Courtship, and Trickery vignettes to gain significantly more social approval from men peers for 
their misconduct behaviors, compared to participants in the control condition. 
Figure 7. High Chronic Power x Acute Power Interaction Effect on  
Expected Men Social Approval of the Perpetrator 
 
 
 Note: KN refers to Gifting, JR to Courtship, AM to Trickery and CS to Intoxication  
 
Both covariates showed significant effects on expected changes in men social approval 
across all four vignettes. As expected, participants scoring higher on sexual entitlement were 
significantly more likely to indicate that the perpetrators would gain social approval from men 
peers for their behaviors. Interestingly, the observed effects of gender indicated that women, 
rather than men, were significantly more likely to believe that the perpetrators would gain social 
approval from men peers following the misconduct.  
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Perceived Wrongfulness of the Victim’s Behavior.3 
Table 5. Perceived Wrongfulness of the Victim’s Behavior 
Effect 
Gifting Courtship Trickery Intoxication 
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) 
Sex Driven Motive  
Main Effect  
-.077 
(.114) 
-.037 
(.115) 
-.021 
(.120) 
-.003 
(.122) 
Chronic Power Main Effect  
-.236*** 
(.056) 
-.235*** 
(.057) 
-.239*** 
(.059) 
-.203*** 
(.060) 
Low Acute * High Acute  
within Low Chronic Power  
.046 
(.113) 
.036 
(.115) 
-.026 
(.120) 
-.017 
(.121) 
Low Acute * High Acute  
within High Chronic Power  
.025 
(.114) 
.015 
(.116) 
.000 
(.121) 
-.020 
(.122) 
Low Acute * Control  
within Low Chronic Power 
-.064 
(.108) 
-.040 
(.110) 
-.016 
(.115) 
.018 
(.116) 
Low Acute * Control  
within High Chronic Power 
-.009 
(.109) 
-.027 
(.111) 
-.004 
(.116) 
-.053 
(.117) 
Gender Covariate  
-.042 
(.113) 
-.007 
(.115) 
-.006 
(.120) 
-.026 
(.121) 
Sexual Entitlement 
Covariate  
.493*** 
(.058) 
.478*** 
(.059) 
.479*** 
(.062) 
.480*** 
(.062) 
Adjusted R2 
.309 
(1.08) 
.288 
(1.09) 
.293 
(1.14) 
.287 
(1.15) 
Note: Two-tailed ~ p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001*** 
Hypothesis one predicted that participants who reported hooking up more often for sex 
driven motives, compared to those who hookup less often for sex driven motives, were expected 
                                               
3 Note that when the regression is performed with a continuous measure of sex driven motivation, rather 
than a dichotomous one, the effect of sex driven motivation of perceived wrongfulness of the victim in the 
Gifting vignette becomes significant.  
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to evaluate the victim more negatively. As shown Table 5, no significant effects of sex driven 
motivation were observed on the perceived wrongfulness of the victim for any of the vignettes.   
Hypothesis two predicted that participants of low chronic power, compared to high 
chronic power, would be more likely to place increased blame on the victim, rather than the 
perpetrator, for the occurrence of misconduct. The relationship between chronic power and 
perceived wrongfulness for each of the victims is depicted in Figure 8. Although participants of 
low chronic power actually perceived the perpetrator to be more wrongful than the chronic high-
power group, they also viewed the victim to have behaved more wrongly as well. In other words, 
within all vignettes, participants of low chronic power evaluated the behaviors of both the 
perpetrator and the victim as significantly more wrongful compared to participants of high 
chronic power.  
Figure 8. Main Effect of Chronic Power on Perceived Wrongfulness of Victim’s Behavior.
 
 Note: KN refers to Gifting, JR to Courtship, AM to Trickery and CS to Intoxication  
 
Hypothesis three expected a two-way interaction between chronic and acute power on 
perceived wrongfulness of the victim’s behavior. As shown in Table 5, no significant differences 
were observed between acute power groups among either high or low chronic power participants.  
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 Gender was not a significant covariate for evaluations of the victim’s wrongfulness. 
Sexual entitlement was, however, a significant covariate of this measure. As expected, 
participants high on sexual entitlement were more likely to evaluate the behaviors of the victims 
in all four vignettes as wrongful.  
Perceived Inappropriateness of Victim Reporting.  
Table 6. Perceived Inappropriateness of Reporting the Misconduct to Campus Safety 
Effect 
Gifting Courtship Trickery Intoxication 
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) 
Sex Driven Motive  
Main Effect 
.039 
(.154) 
.081 
(.164) 
-.008 
(.190) 
.047 
(.193) 
Chronic Power Main Effect 
.116* 
(.076) 
.063 
(.081) 
.013 
(.094) 
.112* 
(.095) 
Low Acute * High Acute  
within Low Chronic Power 
.069 
(.153) 
.173** 
(.163) 
.067 
(.189) 
.030 
(.193) 
Low Acute * High Acute  
within High Chronic Power 
.021 
(.154) 
-.042 
(.165) 
-.044 
(.191) 
.005 
(.194) 
Low Acute * Control  
within Low Chronic Power 
.051 
(.148) 
-.116* 
 (.156) 
-.072 
(.181) 
.039 
(.184) 
Low Acute * Control  
within High Chronic Power 
.027 
(.148) 
-.032 
(.157) 
.091 
(.183) 
.071 
(.186) 
Gender Covariate 
-.097 
(.153) 
-.125* 
(.163) 
-.069 
(.189) 
.013 
(.193) 
Sexual Entitlement 
Covariate  
.163** 
(.079) 
.121* 
(.084) 
.368*** 
(.097) 
.245*** 
(.099) 
Adjusted R2 
.050 
(1.45) 
.051 
(1.55) 
.134 
(1.80) 
.066 
(1.84) 
Note: Two-tailed ~ p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001*** 
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Hypothesis one predicted that participants who more often hooked up due to sex driven 
motives would be more likely to view reporting of the misconduct by the victim as inappropriate 
compared to participants who reported hooking up less often for sex driven reasons. No 
significant differences were observed for the effect of sex driven motivation on the perceived 
inappropriateness of reporting the misconduct.  
A significant main effect for chronic power, shown in Figure 9, was observed in the 
direction opposite of that predicted for the perceived appropriateness of reporting the misconduct 
to campus safety, on two of the vignettes. Participants of high chronic power, compared to those 
of low chronic power, were more likely to view it as inappropriate to report the misconduct in 
the Gifting and Intoxication vignettes.  
Figure 9. Main Effect of Chronic Power on Perceived Inappropriateness of 
Misconduct Reporting 
 
 Note: KN refers to Gifting, JR to Courtship, AM to Trickery and CS to Intoxication  
 
Hypotheses for the two-way interaction between acute and chronic power predicted that 
participants of low chronic power would perceive the reporting as more inappropriate under 
conditions of high acute power compared to conditions of acute low power. The observed 
interaction for this hypothesis is depicted in Figure 10. Ratings were expected to be similarly 
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lower for the acute low power and control conditions, compared to the acute high-power 
condition. Consistent with predictions for the effect of acute high power, reporting the 
misconduct in the Courtship vignette was perceived as significantly more inappropriate under 
conditions of high acute power than low acute power. However, participants of low chronic 
power in the acute low power condition also perceived reporting in the Courtship vignette to be 
significantly more inappropriate than those in the control condition.  
Figure 10. Low Chronic Power x Acute Power Interaction Effect on  
Perceived Inappropriateness of Misconduct Reporting 
 
 
 Note: KN refers to Gifting, JR to Courtship, AM to Trickery and CS to Intoxication  
 
The opposite interaction effect was expected for participants of chronic high power; 
participants in the high chronic power group were expected to perceive reporting by the victim as 
less inappropriate under conditions of high acute power and as more inappropriate under 
conditions of low acute power, compared to when experiencing no change in power. No 
significant differences were observed on the perceived inappropriateness of reporting the 
misconduct between the high and low acute power groups, nor between the low acute and control 
group for participants of high chronic power. However, contrary to predictions, high chronic 
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power participants experiencing a decrease in acute power did rate reporting of misconduct in the 
Trickery vignette as significantly less inappropriate than those in the control condition. 
Both covariates showed significant effects on ratings of perceived inappropriateness for 
reporting the misconduct. As expected, women viewed reporting of misconduct in the Courtship 
vignette as significantly less inappropriate than did men. Participants scoring higher on sexual 
entitlement, as expected, saw reporting of the misconduct as more inappropriate across all four 
vignettes, compared to those scoring lower on sexual entitlement.  
Summary of Regression Results 
 Table 13 presents a summary of the regression results across vignette and outcome 
measure for each of the hypothesized predictor variables. In sum, the effect of sex driven 
motivation was only observable in the Gifting and Intoxication vignettes. Those higher in sex 
driven motivation perceived perpetrators in Gifting and Intoxication more wrongfully than those 
low on sex driven motivation, but they also expected these perpetrators to gain more social 
approval from men peers. The effect of chronic power was observable on all four vignettes in 
that participants of higher chronic power perceived both the perpetrators and the victims as less 
wrongful compared to those of low chronic power. In addition, high chronic power participants 
also thought it would be more inappropriate to report the misconduct in the Gifting and 
Intoxication vignettes. The interactive effects of acute power on chronic power were particularly 
seen on the expected social approval from men peers. Acute low power caused participants of 
high chronic power to expect more men peer approval for the perpetrators in the Gifting, 
Courtship, and Trickery vignettes compared to the control. Conversely, acute high power led 
participants of chronic low power to expect more men peer approval of perpetrators in the 
Courtship and Intoxication vignettes than acute low power. Participants of chronic low power 
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also perceived it to be more inappropriate to report the misconduct in the Courtship vignette 
when primed with a change in acute power in either direction, compared to the control, but 
especially under conditions of acute high power.  
Table 7. Summary of Effects Across Vignettes and Outcomes 
Hypothesis 
Perceived 
Wrongfulness 
of Perpetrator 
Expected Social 
Approval from 
Men Peers 
Perceived 
Wrongfulness 
of Victim 
Perceived 
Inappropriate-
ness of 
Reporting 
1) Sex Driven Motive 
Main Effect 
Gifting (+) 
Intoxication (+) 
 
Gifting (+) 
Intoxication (+) 
 
  
2) Chronic Power 
Main Effect 
Gifting (-) 
Courtship (-) 
Trickery (-) 
Intoxication (-) 
 
Gifting (-) 
Courtship (-) 
Trickery (-) 
Intoxication (-) 
Gifting (+) 
Intoxication (+) 
3) Acute x 
Chronic 
Power 
Interaction 
Low 
Chronic 
Power 
 Court. (+) L-H Intox. (+) L-H  
Courtship 
 (+) L-H, 
(-) L-C 
High 
Chronic 
Power 
 
Gifting (-) L-C 
Court. (-) L-C 
Trickery (-) L-C 
  
Note: Vignettes with significant effects are noted by acronym and those where effects were not 
observed are excluded from the table.  
Note: (+) Indicates a positive relationship between the predictor and outcome variable, while (-) 
indicates a negative relationship.  
Note: L-H compares the low acute to the high acute condition, L-C compares the low acute to the 
control condition. A (+) indicates that the second letter (condition) was higher on the outcome 
measure, (-) indicates that the second letter (condition) was lower on the outcome measure.  
 
 
 
  
58 
 
 
 
 
 
Mediation4 
Hypothesis four was tested with Hayes PROCESS Model 4 for parallel multiple 
mediation to assess whether perceived changes in the perpetrators’ frustration level before and 
after the misconduct, expectations of social approval from men and women peers, and perceived 
violations of hookup norms on the part of the victim mediate the effects of chronic power and 
sex motive5 and the observed interaction effects between acute and chronic power on ratings of 
wrongfulness for perpetrator behavior. Tests were conducted on 5000 bootstrapping samples 
with 95% confidence intervals.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                               
4 Note that while the regressions were performed with a dichotomous measure of sex driven motivation, 
the mediation analysis was performed with a continuous measure of sex driven motivation. 
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Perceived Frustration Level of the Perpetrator.  
Table 8. Association of Predictor Variables with Change in Frustration 
Predictor Variable 
Gifting Courtship Trickery Intoxication 
B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) 
Constant 
-2.3799*** 
(.6091) 
-2.1992*** 
(.5098) 
-.0747 
(.3782) 
-.0636 
(.3789) 
Chronic Power 
-.3178* 
(.1313) 
-.2579* 
(.1105) 
.0126 
(.0827) 
.1830* 
(.0825) 
Sex Driven Motives 
-.3031*  
(.1445) 
-.3237* 
(.1253) 
-.3234*** 
(.0937) 
.0581 
(.0937) 
Low Acute * High Acute 
within Low Chronic Power 
.0114  
(.2503) 
.0662 
(.2226) 
-.2024 
(.1652) 
-.2151 
(.1652) 
Low Acute * High Acute 
within High Chronic Power 
.1771 
(.2459) 
.1127 
(.2237) 
-.1266 
(.1690) 
-.3747* 
(.1680) 
Low Acute * Control 
within Low Chronic Power 
-.1298 
(.2966) 
-.0336 
(.2121) 
-.0756 
(.1583) 
-.0477 
(.1580) 
Low Acute * Control 
within High Chronic Power 
.0894  
(.2716) 
.0583 
(.2154) 
.3609* 
(.1601) 
.1816 
(.1603) 
Gender 
-.0065  
(.2580) 
-.2942  
(.2238) 
-.2014 
(.1673) 
.0741 
(.1665) 
Sexual Entitlement 
.6913*** 
(.1365) 
.6765*** 
(.1166) 
.2825** 
(.0866) 
.0445 
(.0866) 
R- Square 
.1262*** 
(4.6217) 
.1206*** 
(4.4233) 
.0715*** 
(2.4675) 
.0371 
(2.4678) 
Two tailed ~ p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001*** 
Table 7 shows the results of the bootstrapping regression testing the association of 
perceived changes in frustration level of the perpetrator with sex driven motives, chronic power 
main effect and interactions with acute power, sexual entitlement, and gender within each of the 
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four vignettes. Note that negative frustration change values indicate a perceived decrease in 
frustration levels after the misconduct and also that mean scores indicated a general perceived 
decrease in frustration for perpetrators in the Gifting and Courtship vignettes post misconduct, 
but a slight increase in frustration for the perpetrator in the Intoxication vignette, and almost no 
change for the perpetrator in the Trickery vignette. Chronic power was able to significantly 
predict perceived changes in frustration levels for perpetrators in Gifting, Courtship, and 
Intoxication. Participants of high chronic power, compared to those of low chronic power, 
perceived perpetrators in the Gifting and Courtship vignettes to experience significantly greater 
reductions in frustration following the misconduct; 95% CIs [-.5762, -.0594] for Gifting; [-.4752, 
-.0406] for Courtship. Conversely, high chronic power participants perceived the perpetrator in 
Intoxication to feel significantly more frustrated following the misconduct than did those of low 
chronic power; 95% CI [.0207, .3453].  
Sex driven motives was a significant predictor for the perceived change in frustration 
level of perpetrators in Gifting, Courtship, and Trickery. Results indicated that participants who 
reported hooking up more often for sex driven motives, compared to those who hookup less 
often for sex driven motives, perceived these perpetrators to experience significantly greater 
reductions in frustration level following the misconduct; 95% CIs [-.5875, -.0188] for Gifting; [-
.5702, -.0773] for Courtship; [-.5076, -.1391] for Trickery.  
 Two interaction terms were significant predictors of the perceived changes in frustration 
level for perpetrators in Intoxication and Trickery, both within the high chronic power groups. 
The perpetrator in Intoxication was perceived to experience a greater reduction in frustration 
following the misconduct among participants of high chronic power experiencing an acute 
increase in power than those experiencing low acute power; 95% CI [-.7050, -.0445]. High 
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chronic power participants in the low acute power group perceived the perpetrator in Trickery to 
experience a significantly greater reduction in frustration following the misconduct than did 
those in the control group; 95% CI [.0460, .6757].  
 For the covariates, only sexual entitlement was a significant predictor of frustration level 
change. A positive relationship was observed within the Gifting, Courtship, and Trickery 
vignettes indicating that participants scoring higher on sexual entitlement perceived these 
perpetrators to experience a significantly lower reduction in frustration level, or even feel more 
frustrated following the misconduct than did participants who scored lower on sexual 
entitlement; 95% CIs [.4226, .9600] for Gifting; [.4472, .9058] for Courtship; [.1122, .4528] for 
Trickery. 
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Perceived Violation of Hookup Norms by the Victim.   
Table 9. Association of Predictor Variables with Perceived Violation 
 of Hookup Norms by the Victim 
 
Predictor Variable 
Gifting Courtship Trickery Intoxication 
B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) 
Constant 
1.5202** 
(.4672) 
1.6667*** 
(.4101) 
1.0874** 
(.3804) 
1.2596** 
(.3872) 
Chronic Power 
-.3147** 
(.1007) 
-.2192* 
(.0889) 
-.4087*** 
(.0832) 
-.2573** 
(.0844) 
Sex Driven Motives 
.0826 
(.1108) 
.0913 
(.1008) 
-.1043 
(.0942) 
-.0785 
(.0957) 
Low Acute * High Acute 
within Low Chronic 
Power 
-.0101 
(.1920) 
.1819 
(.1790) 
.1909 
(.1661) 
.0171 
(.1688) 
Low Acute * High Acute 
within High Chronic 
Power 
.1141 
(.1887) 
.0154 
(.1800) 
.1286 
(.1700) 
-.0560 
(.1717) 
Low Acute * Control 
within Low Chronic 
Power 
.1617  
(.2275) 
-.1332 
(.1706) 
-.1563 
(.1592) 
.0171 
(.1688) 
Low Acute * Control 
within High Chronic 
Power 
-.0955 
(.2084) 
-.1645 
(.1732) 
-.1102 
(.1610) 
-.1826 
(.1638) 
Gender 
.0744 
(.1979) 
.2638 
(.1800) 
.2145 
(.1682) 
.0755 
(.1702) 
Sexual Entitlement 
.5764*** 
(.1047) 
.4546*** 
(.0938) 
.7552*** 
(.0871) 
.6808*** 
(.0885) 
R- Square 
.1601*** 
(2.7195) 
.0938*** 
(2.8619) 
.2370*** 
(2.4960) 
.1801*** 
(2.5778) 
Two tailed ~ p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001*** 
Table 8 presents the results of the bootstrapping regression testing the association of the 
proposed mediator, perceived violation of hookup norms by the victim, with sex driven motives, 
chronic power and its interaction with acute power, sexual entitlement, and gender. For all four 
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vignettes, participants of higher chronic power were significantly less likely to perceive that the 
victim had violated norms of hookup culture during the interaction than did participants of low 
chronic power; 95% CIs [-.5129, -.1165] for Gifting; [-.3940, -.0444] for Courtship; [-.5723, -
.2451] for Trickery; [-.4232, -.0914] for Intoxication.  
 Sexual entitlement was the only other significant predictor of perceived violation of 
hookup norms on the part of the victim in this model. Across all four vignettes, participants 
scoring higher on sexual entitlement were significantly more likely to perceive that the victim 
had violated hookup norms during the interaction; 95% CIs [.3704, .7825] for Gifting; [.2702, 
.6391] for Courtship; [.5840, .9265] for Trickery; and [.5067, .8549] for Intoxication.  
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Expected Men Peer Social Approval of the Perpetrator.   
Table 10. Association of Predictor Variables with Men Peer Social Approval 
Predictor Variable 
Gifting Courtship Trickery Intoxication 
B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) 
Constant 
3.0442*** 
(.4557) 
3.2527*** 
(.2682) 
2.6673*** 
(.4485) 
2.5287*** 
(.4189) 
Chronic Power 
-.1395 
(.0982) 
-.0357 
(.0881) 
-.0769 
(.0981) 
.0321 
(.0913) 
Sex Driven Motives 
.2075 
(.1081) 
.1662 
(.1000) 
.1198 
(.1111) 
.2264* 
(.1036) 
Low Acute * High Acute 
within Low Chronic Power 
.0530  
(.1872) 
.2617 
(.1776) 
.2071 
(.1959) 
.4237* 
(.1826) 
Low Acute * High Acute 
within High Chronic Power 
.0819 
(.1840) 
.0306 
(.1785) 
.0281 
(.2004) 
.1228 
(.1857) 
Low Acute * Control 
within Low Chronic Power 
.1518 
(.2219) 
-.3238 
(.1692) 
-.1557 
(.1878) 
-.2046 
(.1747) 
Low Acute * Control 
within High Chronic Power 
-.4011* 
(.2032) 
-.3327 
(.1718) 
-.2268 
(.1899) 
-.0871 
(.1773) 
Gender 
.5869** 
(.1930) 
.5492** 
(.1785) 
.5694** 
(.1984) 
.6219*** 
(.1841) 
Sexual Entitlement 
.1684 
(.1021) 
.1713 
(.0930) 
.3235** 
(.1027) 
.2879** 
(.0958) 
R- Square 
.0749** 
(2.5868) 
.0588** 
(2.8146) 
.0584** 
(3.4706) 
.0773*** 
(3.0173) 
Two tailed ~ p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001*** 
Table 9 shows the bootstrapping regression results testing the relationship between 
expected men peer social approval of the perpetrator following the misconduct and the predictor 
variables; sex driven motivation, chronic power and the acute power interactions, sexual 
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entitlement, and gender. Participants high in sex driven motive expected the perpetrator in 
Intoxication to gain significantly more social approval from men peers than did participants 
reporting that they less often hookup for sex driven reasons; 95% CI [.0227, .4301].  
 One interaction term within the low chronic power group significantly predicted men 
peer social approval. The perpetrator in Intoxication was expected to gain significantly more 
social approval from men peers among low chronic power participants experiencing an acute 
increase in power than among those experiencing acute low power; 95% CI [.0646, .7829].  
 One interaction term also regressed significantly on expected men peer approval of the 
perpetrator among high chronic power participants. Participants of high chronic power 
experiencing an acute decrease in power expected the perpetrator in Gifting to gain significantly 
more social approval from men peers than did participants of high chronic power experiencing 
no change in acute power; 95% CIs [-.8010, -.0011].  
 Both covariates of the model were observed to be significant predictors of expected men 
peer social approval of the perpetrators. Women, compared to men in the sample, expected all 
four perpetrators to gain more social approval from men peers following the misconduct 
interaction; 95% CIs [.2070, .9667] for Gifting; [.1981, .9003] for Courtship; [.1792, .9595] for 
Trickery; [.2598, .9840] for Intoxication. Sexual entitlement significantly predicted variation on 
men peer social approval for perpetrators in Trickery and Intoxication. The positive relationship 
indicated that participants scoring higher on sexual entitlement expected perpetrators in Trickery 
and Intoxication to gain social approval from men peers following the event more so than did 
participants with lower scores on sexual entitlement; 95% CIs [.1216, .5255] for Trickery; 
[.0995, .4763] for Intoxication.   
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Expected Women Peer Social Approval of Perpetrators.  
Table 11. Association of Predictor Variables with Women Peer Social Approval 
Predictor Variable 
Gifting Courtship Trickery Intoxication 
B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) 
Constant 
1.8327*** 
(.3756) 
1.2841*** 
(.3487) 
.6020 
(.3758) 
.9590* 
(.3769) 
Chronic Power 
-.4235*** 
(.0810) 
-.1965** 
(.0756) 
-.2420** 
(.0822) 
-.0904 
(.0821) 
Sex Driven Motives 
-.3032*** 
(.0891) 
-.1246 
(.0857) 
.0064 
(.0931) 
.0372 
(.0932) 
Low Acute * High Acute 
within Low Chronic Power 
-.0824 
(.1543) 
.1119 
(.1523) 
-.0838 
(.1641) 
.0176 
(.1643) 
Low Acute * High Acute 
within High Chronic Power 
.2029 
(.1517) 
.0570 
(.1531) 
.1526 
(.1679) 
.1249 
(.1671) 
Low Acute * Control 
within Low Chronic Power 
.2152 
(.1829) 
-.0689 
(.1451) 
-.0308 
(.1573) 
.0469 
(.1572) 
Low Acute * Control 
within High Chronic Power 
-.0988 
(.1675) 
-.1134 
(.1473) 
.0031 
(.1591) 
.0300 
(.1595) 
Gender 
-.2075 
(.1591) 
-.0299 
(.1531) 
-.0011 
(.1662) 
.0660 
(.1657) 
Sexual Entitlement 
.7750*** 
(.0842) 
.7425*** 
(.0798) 
.7630*** 
(.0860) 
.7023*** 
(.0862) 
R- Square 
.3437*** 
(1.7577) 
.2220*** 
(2.0698) 
.2189*** 
(2.4360) 
.1770*** 
(2.4430) 
Two tailed ~ p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001*** 
Table 10 presents the bootstrapping regression for the proposed mediating variable, 
expected social approval for the perpetrator from women peers. Participants of high chronic 
power expected perpetrators in Gifting, Courtship, and Trickery to gain less social approval from 
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women peers than did participants of low chronic power; 95% CIs [-.5829, -.2642] for Gifting; [-
.3451, -.0478] for Courtship; [-.4036, -.0804] for Trickery.  
Sex driven motives also significantly regressed on expected women peer social approval 
in the Gifting vignette. Participants high in sex driven motivation, compared to those low in sex 
driven motivation expected the perpetrator in Gifting to gain less social approval from women 
peers following the misconduct; 95% CIs [-.4785, -.1278].  
 The only other observed significant predictor of expected women peer social approval of 
the perpetrator was sexual entitlement. A positive relationship was observed on all four vignettes 
indicating that participants with higher sexual entitlement scores expected each of the 
perpetrators to gain significantly more social approval from women peers following the 
interaction than did those scoring lower on sexual entitlement; 95% CIs [.6093, .9407] for 
Gifting; [.5856, .8994] for Courtship; [.5938, .9322] for Trickery; [.5328, .8718] for Intoxication.   
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Association of Proposed Mediators with Perceived Wrongfulness of Perpetrators.  
Table 12. Association of Mediators with Outcome Variables and 
Attenuation of Significance for Predictor Variables 
 
Predictor Variable Gifting Courtship Trickery Intoxication B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) 
Constant 2.8444*** (.4422) 
2.7703*** 
(.4045) 
4.8501*** 
(.3734) 
2.9721*** 
(.4010) 
Chronic Power -.2274* (.0884) 
-.2355** 
(.0801) 
-.1312 
(.0799) 
-.2134* 
(.0845) 
Change in Frustration -.0382 (.0392) 
.0359 
(.0396) 
-.1010* 
(.0493) 
-.0775 
(.0527) 
Perceived Violation of 
Norms from Victim 
.0936 
(.0513) 
.1574** 
(.0522) 
.2980*** 
(.0539) 
.4690*** 
(.0544) 
Men Peer  
Social Approval 
.0474 
(.0523) 
.0817 
(.0506) 
-.0654 
(.0459) 
.0062 
(.0513) 
Women Peer  
Social Approval 
.0308 
(.0656) 
-.0764 
(.0636) 
-.2853*** 
(.0598) 
-.3729*** 
(.0601) 
Sex Driven Motives .2445* (.0957) 
.1142 
(.0908) 
.2077* 
(.0892) 
.3673*** 
(.0947) 
Low Acute * High Acute 
within Low Chronic Power 
-.0226 
(.1602) 
-.1523 
(.1594) 
-.1854 
(.1555) 
-.2157 
(.1672) 
Low Acute * High Acute 
within High Chronic Power 
-.1386 
(.1578) 
.0543 
(.1597) 
-.0046 
(.1583) 
.0464 
(.1698) 
Low Acute * Control 
within Low Chronic Power 
-.0101 
(.1904) 
.0527 
(.1521) 
.0489 
(.1483) 
-.0182 
(.1588) 
Low Acute * Control 
within High Chronic Power 
-.0304 
(.1749) 
-.1435 
(.1545) 
-.0692 
(.1511) 
-.1600 
(.1613) 
Gender .3267 (.1688) 
.3103 
(.1623) 
.2071 
(.1591) 
.0311 
(.1698) 
Sexual Entitlement -.0835 (.1014) 
.0017 
(.0938) 
-.2810** 
(.0925) 
-.1759 
(.0974) 
R- Square .0892** (1.8897) 
.0881*** 
(2.2515) 
.1771*** 
(2.1526) 
.2535*** 
(2.4786) 
Two tailed ~ p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001*** 
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Table 11 presents the regressions associating the proposed mediators (perceived changes 
in frustration for the perpetrator, perceived violation of hookup norms by the victim, and 
expected men and women peer approval with the perceived wrongfulness of the perpetrators 
when controlling for sex driven motivation, chronic power and the acute power interactions, 
sexual entitlement and gender. Table 11 also shows the attenuation of the effects of the predictor 
variables on perceived wrongfulness of the perpetrators when accounting for the effects of 
perceived changes in frustration of the perpetrator, the victims’ violations of hookup norms, and 
expected men and women peer social approval. Predictor variables significant at p < .05 in the 
total effect model are bolded to show attenuation.  
 As shown in Table 11, Gifting was the only vignette for which none of the proposed 
mediating variables had observable effects above and beyond the effects of the predictor 
variables and covariates on ratings of wrongfulness for misconduct behavior.   
 For the Courtship vignette, chronic power predicted perceptions of victims’ hookup norm 
violations, and was also significantly associated with the perceived wrongfulness of the 
perpetrator’s behavior in the total effect model; 95% CI [-.4221, -.1079]. The effect of chronic 
power on the perceived wrongfulness of the perpetrator was still significant after accounting for 
the effect of the proposed mediators, but the effect was attenuated suggesting partial mediation; 
95% CI [-.3931, -.0779].  
 Three of the proposed mediators had significant effects on the perceived wrongfulness of 
the perpetrator in the Trickery vignette after accounting for the effects of the predictor variables; 
perceived changes in frustration level of the perpetrator after completion of the misconduct, 
perceived violation of hookup norms by the victim, and expectations of women peer social 
approval of the perpetrator. All three variables were significantly associated with chronic power 
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and sexual entitlement while change in frustration level was also associated with sex driven 
motives. Chronic power, sexual entitlement, and sex driven motives were observed to have 
significant effects on the perceived wrongfulness of the perpetrator in the total effect model; 95% 
CIs [-.3418, -.0186] for chronic power; [-.4925, -.1541] for sexual narcissism; [.0165, .3827] for 
sex driven motive. Consistent with full mediation, the effect of chronic power on the perceived 
wrongfulness of the perpetrator was no longer significant after accounting for the effects of 
perceived changes in the perpetrators’ frustration, the victims’ violations of hookup norms, and 
men and women peer social approval; 95% CI [-.2884, .0260]. The effects of sexual entitlement 
and sex driven motives were attenuated, suggesting partial mediation; 95% CIs [-.4629, -.0991] 
for sexual entitlement; [.0323, .3830] for sex driven motives.  
 Perceived violation of norms by the victim and expected women peer social approval of 
the perpetrator had significant effects on the perceived wrongfulness of the perpetrator in the 
Intoxication vignette after controlling for the predictor variables. Chronic power and sexual 
entitlement were significant predictors of perceived violation of norms by the victim (Table 8), 
whereas as social approval from women peers was only significantly predicted by sexual 
entitlement (Table 10). Chronic power had significant effects on the perceived wrongfulness of 
the perpetrator in the total effect model; 95% CI [-.4958, -.1328] which were attenuated but still 
significant when controlling for the effects of the perpetrators’ perceived frustration levels, the 
victims’ violations of hookup norms, and expected men and women peer social approval; 95% 
CI [-.3759, -.0473].    
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Indirect Effects of Proposed Mediating Variables.  
Table 13. Indirect Effects of Predictor Variables on  
Perceived Wrongfulness of the Perpetrator through Proposed Mediators 
Mediator Gifting Courtship Trickery Intoxication B (Boot SE) B (Boot SE) B (Boot SE) B (Boot SE) 
Change in Frustration 
.0121 
(.0144) 
-.0093 
(.0121) 
-.0013 
(.0097) 
-.0142 
(.0125) 
Perceived Violation of 
Norms by Victim 
-.0295 
(.0203) 
-.0323* 
(.0183) 
-.1218* 
(.0351) 
-.1207* 
(.0406) 
Men Peer 
Social Approval 
-.0066 
(.0109) 
-.0029 
(.0090) 
.0050 
(.0096) 
.0002 
(.0056) 
Women Peer 
Social Approval 
-.0130 
(.0284) 
.0150 
(.0144) 
.0690* 
(.0266) 
.0337 
(.0305) 
Total Effect of Mediators 
-.0370 
(.0309) 
-.0295 
(.0237) 
-.0490 
(.0391) 
-.1009* 
(.0441) 
*Bootstrapping confidence intervals (95% confidence) do not contain 0.   
The indirect effects of perceived changes in the perpetrators’ frustration level, 
perceptions of hookup norm violations from the victim, and expected men and women peer 
social approval of the perpetrator, presented in Table 12, were tested using boot strapping 
estimation approach with 5,000 samples. Results indicated a significant indirect effect of 
perceived violation of norms by the victim on the perceived wrongfulness of perpetrators in 
Courtship; 95% CIs [-.0747, -.0039], Trickery; 95% CIs [-.1982, -.0614], and Intoxication; 95% 
CIs [-.2038, -.0428], and a significant indirect effect of women peer social approval on the 
perceived wrongfulness of the perpetrator in Trickery; 95% CIs [.0217, .1246]. These results, 
with the attenuation shown in Table 11, indicate that perceived violation of norms by the victim 
was a partial mediator of chronic power in the Courtship and Intoxication vignettes and, in 
addition to women peer approval, partially mediated sexual entitlement and fully mediated the 
effects of chronic power on perceived wrongfulness of the perpetrator in the Trickery vignette. 
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DISCUSSION 
 The intention of the current work was to expand on and apply the findings of Williams 
and colleagues (2016) to the setting of campus hookup culture. Williams and colleagues (2016) 
observed a main effect of chronic power in that participants of low chronic power were more 
likely to commit sexual harassment behaviors than were participants of high chronic power. 
Williams and colleagues (2016) also found that acute power had an interactive effect with 
participants’ chronic power level on sexual harassment behaviors. When stimulated to think 
about having higher power,  participants who believed they generally had low influence over 
others in their life (low chronic power), compared to those who had high chronic power, were 
more likely to express hostility toward women who declined their date requests, more likely to 
pursue women at work even though the attraction was unrequited, and more likely to send 
harassing text message when told to stop.  
The current study tested whether Williams’ and colleagues’ findings on sexual 
harassment behaviors primarily committed in a work setting would generalize to sexual 
misconduct behaviors committed by students participating in campus hookup culture. Several 
other differences exist between Williams’ and colleagues’ (2016) study and the current study 
including differing methods of manipulating acute power and of assessing the dependent 
variable. Williams and colleagues (2016) manipulated acute power through in-lab simulation 
exercises and assessed the dependent variable in terms of actual behavior within these exercises 
whereas the current study manipulated acute power through priming the knowledge structure of
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power using a word search and assessed the dependent variable through third-party’s perceptions 
of wrongfulness of sexual misconduct behaviors. Unlike Williams and colleagues (2016), this 
study also examined the effects of priming acute low power and having sex driven motives for 
engaging in hookup culture, and controlled for sexual entitlement beliefs. A consistent finding 
across the vignettes was that participants high in sexual entitlement were more likely to perceive 
that the victim had acted more wrongly than the perpetrator, that she had violated the norms of 
hookup culture, and that it would be inappropriate for her to report the misconduct. These 
participants also expected the perpetrator to gain more peer approval from both women and men 
peers following the misconduct than did participants scoring lower on sexual entitlement. 
Consistent with Williams and colleagues (2016) findings on gender, the current study found that 
women, compared to men, rated reporting of the misconduct as more appropriate, perpetrators’ 
actions as more wrongful, and expected perpetrators to receive more men peer social approval. 
As gender and sexual entitlement were analyzed as covariates in this study, these concepts 
cannot account for the chronic power main effect and interaction effect with acute power or the 
effect of sex driven motives on perceived wrongfulness. 
Role of Sex Driven Motivation 
Findings related to individuals high in sex driven motivation compared to those low in 
sex driven motives suggest that their perceptions of sexual misconduct might not be driven by 
their desires to attain sex as originally hypothesized. Participants high in sex driven motivation, 
compared to those low in sex driven motivation, rated perpetrators in the Gifting and 
Intoxication vignettes as gaining more men peer approval, but also perceived more wrongfulness 
for these perpetrators. Additionally, their ratings of wrongfulness for perpetrators were not 
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mediated by expectations for social approval from men or women peers as originally 
hypothesized.  
Correspondingly, Kenney and colleagues (2014) noted that participants identifying with 
the hookup motivations associated with sex driven motives report an increased frequency of 
hooking up and increased approval for hooking up compared to those of non-sex driven motives. 
The results suggest that individuals high in sex driven motive have incentive in perpetuating a set 
of norms for behavior in hookup culture as they lend to safety goals by helping to avoid 
instances of confusion, surprise, and aggression which can be antecedents to sexual misconduct 
(O’Dogherty-Wright et al., 2010). Experienced members of hook-up cultures perceive that their 
standards for appropriate conduct are more stringent than the population of hook-up participants 
who are likely to give tacit approval of sexual misconduct. 
Role of Chronic Power  
Williams’ and colleagues’ (2016) found that low chronic power participants, compared to 
high chronic power participants, displayed more sexual harassment behaviors in simulated 
workplaces. In the four vignettes of hookups on college campuses, the opposite was found: 
participants of low chronic power perceived not only the perpetrators, but also their victims, to 
have behaved more wrongly than did participants of chronic high power.  Participants of low 
chronic power also perceived the victim to have violated more norms of hookup culture than did 
those of high chronic power, but thought that it would be more appropriate to report the 
misconduct perpetrated in the Gifting and Intoxication vignettes. Variation in perceptions of 
appropriateness for reporting misconduct across the vignettes might be related to Lammer’s and 
Stapel’s (2009) findings that individuals of high power will use outcome-based thinking to 
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evaluate moral decisions in cases where their typical use of rule-based thinking would be 
disadvantageous to themselves. Accordingly, decreased ratings of wrongfulness for the behavior 
of both the perpetrator and the victim might be indicative of rule-based thinking that serves to 
maintain the current power structure for individuals of high chronic power. Opposite, increased 
ratings of wrongfulness among participants of low chronic power for both the perpetrator and 
victim, as well as increased perceived violations of norms on the part of the victim, might be 
indicative of an exchange orientation (Chen et al., 2001), and outcome-based thinking (Lammers 
& Stapel, 2009) in order to justify the perpetration of sexual misconduct. In this framework, 
exchange oriented individuals are concerned with monitoring interactions with others for 
reciprocity to ensure their fair share of benefits are received (Chen et al., 2001). As such, 
perceptions that an expected hookup partner had violated the social norms of the interaction, 
leading them to miss out on the benefits of a hookup, might be construed as justifying the use of 
misconduct in order to ensure the attainment of those benefits. The results of the mediation also 
support this explanation.  
The original hypothesis was that perceived violation of norms and approval from men 
and women peers would mediate the direct effects of chronic power and the interactive effects of 
acute high power while perceptions of the perpetrators’ frustration would mediate the interactive 
effects of acute low power. None of the proposed mediators were able to explain the interactive 
effects of acute power. However, perceived violation of norms on the part of the victim was able 
to partially mediate the effects of chronic power on the perceived wrongfulness of misconduct 
behaviors committed by perpetrators in the Courtship, Trickery, and Intoxication vignettes. 
Participants of low chronic power, compared to those of high chronic power, perceived the 
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victims in these vignettes to have violated more norms which led to increased perceptions of 
wrongfulness for the misconduct behaviors of their perpetrators. The mediational pathway for 
the relationship between chronic power, perceived violation of norms on the part of the victim, 
and perceptions of wrongfulness for the perpetrators is shown in Figure 14.  
Figure 11. Mediational Model for Perceived Violation of Norms by Women Victims 
 
 
 
 
 
A second mediating variable, social approval from women peers, was able to explain the 
full effects of chronic power, but only on the perceived wrongfulness the perpetrator in the 
Trickery vignette. While individuals of high chronic power typically view misconduct 
perpetration as less wrong, they are inclined to report that the misconduct was more wrong when 
considering how women peers would disprove of the misconduct. These findings support 
Lammers’ and Stapel’s (2009) research showing the tendency of high-power individuals to 
selectively use outcome-based thinking or rule-based thinking according to which might be more 
advantageous to maintaining their current power structure. Conversely, while individuals of low 
chronic power typically see the misconduct as more wrong, if they perceive women peers to 
approve of the perpetrator, they are less inclined to see the misconduct as wrong. This 
corroborates the use of outcome-based thinking among low power individuals as a means to 
increase power when considering that approval from women peers might be taken as a symbol of 
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status and power (Lammners & Stapel, 2009). Less surprisingly, women peer approval also 
mediated the relationship between sexual entitlement and the perceived wrongfulness of the 
perpetrator in the Trickery vignette. The mediational model of chronic power and sexual 
entitlement on the perceived wrongfulness of the perpetrator’s behavior for the Trickery vignette 
is shown in Figure 15.  
Figure 12. Mediational Model of Women Peer Social Approval for Trickery Vignette 
 
 
 
 
  
Interactive Effects of Acute Power on Chronic Power 
Williams and colleagues (2016) found that an increase in acute power strengthened the 
direct effects of chronic power such that individuals of low chronic power responded by 
committing more simulated sexual misconduct behaviors, while those with high chronic power 
responded with less. The current study did not compare the high acute power conditions to the 
control condition, but rather to the low acute power condition. As such, compared to low acute 
power, the effect of stimulating high acute power on participants of low chronic power resulted 
in increased perceptions of inappropriateness for reporting the misconduct in Courtship and 
increased expectations of men peer approval of the perpetrator within Courtship and 
Intoxication. These results are consistent with research showing that the acute experience of high 
power can diminish empathy towards others (Gruenfeld et al., 2009) in order to promote goal 
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attainment (Whitson et al., 2013) where individuals of low chronic power might see social 
approval from men peers that they expect to gain from hooking up as a way to achieve an 
increased sense of power.  
 The stimulation of low acute power, which was compared to the control condition in this 
study, had much more observable effects on participants of low and high chronic power. 
Participants of low chronic power stimulated with low acute power perceived reporting of the 
misconduct in Courtship and Trickery to be more inappropriate and expected the perpetrator in 
Courtship to experience increased men peer approval. Stimulating low acute power on 
participants of high chronic power caused them to view perpetrators in Courtship and 
Intoxication as more wrongful and reporting of the misconduct in Trickery misconduct as more 
appropriate. Lastly, stimulating low acute power caused high chronic power participants to 
expect more men peer approval of the perpetrators in Gifting, Courtship and Trickery.  
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LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
 Much of what can be taken from this study comes not from consistent findings across 
vignettes, but in assessing possible causes for the observed variation in effects. As such, a major 
limitation in this study is that the vignettes were not created with the intention to manipulate and 
assess specific variables about the stories. However, the variation observed in the current 
research can speculate some directions for future research to take into consideration specifically 
by varying the power level of aggressors, the type of coercion to obtain non-consenting 
intercourse, the relative vulnerability of victims compared to their aggressors, and the norm 
violating actions of the victims in third-party assessment studies. 
Exchanges in Hookup Culture 
Williams’ and colleagues’ (2016) study showed that harassing behaviors committed by 
chronically low powered individuals following and acute power increase were mediated by a 
desire to attain power. In line with this, following an acute power increase, participants of low 
chronic power expected perpetrators in Courtship and Intoxication to gain more social approval 
from men peers. Expectations for men peer approval of the perpetrator in Trickery also followed 
this trend, while those for the perpetrator in Gifting, the only unambiguously high-powered 
perpetrator who bought his hookup partner a plane ticket to visit him and verbally coerced her 
into having sex, did not. They also perceived reporting of the misconduct in Courtship to be 
more inappropriate. These findings expand on those of Williams’ and colleagues’ by specifying 
that individuals of low chronic power respond to an experience of acute high power as an
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opportunity to gain sex as a means to attain higher power status. Further, individuals of low 
power might justify the use of misconduct to achieve power and sex goals by perpetrators who 
they perceive to be in less chronically powerful positions. Future research might examine if 
individuals of low power are more accommodating of misconduct actions committed by peers 
perceived to have lower social standing.  
Williams’s and colleagues also found that the direct effects of chronic low power on 
sexual harassment behaviors were mediated by a distrust in others and Machiavellian world 
view. These findings parallel the mediational findings in the current study that increase 
perceptions of wrongfulness for the perpetrator among low chronic power individuals are 
mediated by perceived violations of hookup norms by the victim. This finding is also indicative 
of an exchange orientation (Chen et al., 2001) in which misconduct actions are justified as being 
in response to norm violations by the victim. Future research might also benefit by exploring the 
role of exchange orientation in hookup culture. These efforts might determine under what 
circumstances hooking up is perceived as exchangeable for increased power and social standing 
versus when increased feelings of power are seen as affording participation in hookup culture. 
Sentiments of an exchange view of hookup culture were also present among participants 
low in sexual entitlement who excused misconduct behavior when committed towards an 
unwilling partner of someone who provided a gift, took them on a date, or did them a favor. 
Likewise, individuals low in sex driven motive also viewed perpetrators who provided gifts or a 
favor to their victim as less wrong. Taken together, these findings suggest that an exchange view 
of hookup culture might be broader than implied by only examining chronic power. Future 
research might explore how participation in hookup culture affects students’ perception of their 
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power and social standing. Such research might benefit campuses by identifying tactics to 
normalize the view that sex within hookup culture happens serendipitously between mutually 
and independently interested partners and cannot be expected or given in exchange for social 
status, violating norms, resources, time, favors, or gifts.  
Role of Social Approval and Norms in Hookup Culture 
The findings suggest that individuals high in sex driven motive, who are frequent 
participants of hookup culture, seem to understand appropriate behavior and the euphemisms for 
communicating in hookup culture. While they have stake in perpetuating safe norms and 
awareness for euphemistic communications in hookup culture, the awareness that comes with 
frequent participation leaves less active and novice participants at risk of misconduct 
victimization. Future research might benefit from using individuals high in sex driven motive as 
a source to identify the unspoken norms and rules of hookup culture in order to acclimate all 
prospective participants to productive norms for behavior within hookups.  
In order to implement these healthy and productive norms, future studies should pay 
particular attention to the role of peer approval for perpetrators of sexual misconduct and the 
manner in which approval is indicated to other participants of hookup culture. Findings indicated 
that many participants of hookup culture do expect perpetrators to receive approval from at least 
men peers for their misconduct. This expectation was particularly evident among women; 
women in the sample expected the perpetrator to receive significantly more approval from men 
peers than men in the sample, even though a previous study found that men were more likely to 
believe that hooking up would afford them social approval (Reling et al., 2017). Assessing actual 
men peer approval of misconduct, and how it is indicated, should be a predominate focus of 
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future research. The current study was limited in this aspect in that it assessed expectations for 
approval from third parties. The reality may be that men peers of sexual misconduct perpetrators 
do not feel approval for the misconduct, but their complacency signals approval and perpetuates 
a culture of acceptance for misconduct among other participants of hookup culture.  
Results also indicated that changing perceptions of women peer approval for misconduct 
perpetrators will be important in lowering misconduct rates; expectations of women peer 
disapproval helped individuals of high chronic power recognize misconduct as wrongful. 
Further, individuals of chronic low power and those of higher sexual entitlement may have also 
used expectations of approval from women peers as a reason to excuse misconduct as a means to 
achieve a hookup. As studies supporting the efficacy of the bystander intervention show (see 
Banyard & Moynihan, 2011; Berkowitz, 2010; Mabry & Turner, 2016; Orchowski et al., 2016), 
normalizing disapproval for sexual misconduct among participants of hookup culture will be 
imperative to discouraging the use of misconduct tactics to gain sex, as well as supporting 
women victimized by misconduct to report their perpetrators.  
Conclusions 
 Several of the discrepant findings of the current research compared to previous research 
might be explained by the differences in studying first person behaviors and beliefs versus third-
party perceptions of those behaviors. While the current research cannot offer insight on what 
individuals might be at higher risk of perpetrating misconduct or being victimized by it, third-
party assessment studies do lend to the understanding of cultural norms. Examining the 
relationship between perceptions of behavioral norms and actual behavior can help identify 
possible avenues for reducing problematic behavior. Future research might assess the extent to 
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which the norms of hookup culture actually produce misconduct behavior. Further, campus 
hookup culture might be particularly benefitted by research that examines how the relationship 
between norms and behavior varies for individuals of different levels of chronic power and 
motivations for hooking up, and how gender interacts to affect those relationships.  
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APPENDIX A 
HOOKUP MOTIVES QUESTIONNAIRE (HMQ) 
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Following is a list of reasons college students give for hooking up. Thinking of all the times you 
have hooked up, how often would you say that you hook up for each of the following reasons? 
There are no right or wrong answers; we just want to know what you think personally.  
 
Item  Subscale Sex Motive 
1. I hook up because it allows me to avoid being tied down to one person.  SS Yes 
2. Hooking up provides me with "friends with benefits." SS Yes 
3. Hooking up provides me with sexual benefits without a committed relationship.  SS Yes 
4. Hooking up enables me to have multiple partners.  SS Yes 
5. I hook up because hooking up is a way to find a relationship.  SR No 
6. I hook up because it is the first step to forming a committed relationship.  SR No 
7. I hook up because it can help me decide if I want something more serious with my hookup partner.  SR No 
8. I hook up because it’s fun.  EN Yes 
9. I hook up because it’s sexually pleasurable.  EN Yes 
10. I hook up because I’m attracted to the person.  EN Yes 
11. I hook up because it’s exciting.  EN Yes 
12. I hook up because it makes me feel good when I’m not feeling good about myself.  COP No 
13. I hook up because it makes me feel attractive.  COP No 
14. I hook up because it cheers me up when I’m in a bad mood.  COP No 
15. I hook up because it helps me feel less lonely.  COP No 
16. I hook up because I feel pressure from my friends to hook up.  COF No 
17. I hook up because my friends will tease me if I don’t.  COF No 
18. I hook up because it helps me fit in.  COF No 
19. I hook up because I feel I’ll be left out if I don’t.  COF No 
 
All items assessed on a 5-point scale; 1 = almost never/ never, 2 = some of the time, 3 = half of 
the time, 4 = most of the time, 5 = almost always/ always.  
 
Note: Subscales are Social-Sexual (SS), Social- Relationship (SR), Enhancement (EN), Coping 
(COP), and Conformity (COF). 
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APPENDIX B 
 
PERSONAL SENSE OF POWER SCALE (PSPS) 
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Please rate the following items in reference to your relationships with others throughout your 
lifetime.  
 
Item 
1. I can get them to listen to what I say.  
2. My wishes do not carry much weight. (r) 
3. I can get them to do what I want. 
4. Even if I voice them, my views have little sway. (r) 
5. I think I have a great deal of power.  
6. My ideas and opinions are often ignored. (r) 
7. Even when I try, I am not able to get my way. (r) 
8. If I want to, I get to make the decisions.  
 
All items assessed on a 7-point scale; 1 = disagree strongly, 2 = disagree, 3 = disagree a little, 4 = 
neither agree nor disagree, 5 = agree a little, 6 = agree, 7 = agree strongly.  
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APPENDIX C  
 
MODIFIED SEXUAL NARCISSISM SCALE (SNS) 
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Item  Subscale  
1. If I ruled the world for one day, I would have sex with anyone I choose.  Exploitation 
2. One way to get a person in bed with me is to tell them what they want to hear.  Exploitation 
3. When I want to have sex, I will do whatever it takes.  Exploitation 
4. I could easily convince an unwilling person to have sex with me.  Exploitation 
5. I would be willing to trick a person to get them to have sex with me.  Exploitation 
6. I feel I deserve sexual activity when I am in the mood for it.  Entitlement 
7. I am entitled to sex on a regular basis.  Entitlement 
8. I should be permitted to have sex whenever I want it.  Entitlement 
9.  I would be irritated if a dating partner said no to sex.  Entitlement 
10. I expect sexual activity if I go out with someone on an expensive date.  Entitlement 
 
All items assessed on a 5-point scale; 1 = disagree strongly, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor 
disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = agree strongly.  
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APPENDIX D 
 
WORD SEARCHES
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ACUTE HIGH POWER CONDITION 
 
 
C  K  R  I  C  H  O  B  L  Q  
I  J  H  B  N  O  B  G  A  I  
D  E  P  O  T  K  S  U  K  N  
E  Q  A  S  M  Y  Y  K  E  F  
R  X  W  S  V  X  C  H  S  L  
E  L  Q  G  L  P  G  R  B  U  
C  O  N  T  R  O  L  W  D  E  
E  X  E  C  U  T  I  V  E  N  
W  A  L  K  Q  I  L  A  S  C  
A  U  T  H  O  R  I  T  Y  E  
 
 
 
1. CIDER 
2. DEPOT 
3. BOSS 
4. CONTROL 
5. EXECUTIVE 
6. RICH 
7. WALK 
8. AUTHORITY 
9. LAKE 
10. INFLUENCE  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C  K  R  I  C  H  O  B  L  Q  
I  J  H  B  N  O  B  G  A  I  
D  E  P  O  T  K  S  U  K  N  
E  Q  A  S  M  Y  Y  K  E  F  
R  X  W  S  V  X  C  H  S  L  
E  L  Q  G  L  P  G  R  B  U  
C  O  N  T  R  O  L  W  D  E  
E  X  E  C  U  T  I  V  E  N  
W  A  L  K  Q  I  L  A  S  C  
A  U  T  H  O  R  I  T  Y  E  
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ACUTE LOW POWER CONDITION  
 
 
W  E  A  K  K  Z  R  O  I  D  
A  D  Z  U  P  K  I  T  O  I  
L  T  U  L  S  P  S  Q  F  S  
K  S  D  E  P  O  T  P  Q  A  
C  M  P  K  U  O  B  S  O  B  
L  C  I  D  E  R  L  K  F  L  
T  D  H  F  W  B  E  Y  O  E  
V  T  S  G  Q  C  H  I  L  D  
V  U  L  N  E  R  A  B  L  E  
D  E  P  E  N  D  E  N  T  N  
 
 
 
1. WEAK 
2. WALK 
3. LAKE 
4. POOR 
5. DISABLED 
6. CHILD 
7. VULNERABLE 
8. DEPENDENT 
9. CIDER 
10. DEPOT  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
W  E  A  K  K  Z  R  O  I  D  
A  D  Z  U  P  K  I  T  O  I  
L  T  U  L  S  P  S  Q  F  S  
K  S  D  E  P  O  T  P  Q  A  
C  M  P  K  U  O  B  S  O  B  
L  C  I  D  E  R  L  K  F  L  
T  D  H  F  W  B  E  Y  O  E  
V  T  S  G  Q  C  H  I  L  D  
V  U  L  N  E  R  A  B  L  E  
D  E  P  E  N  D  E  N  T  N  
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CONTROL CONDITION 
(NO CHANGE IN ACUTE POWER) 
 
 
 
K  T  C  O  U  C  H  L  C  T  
I  D  O  H  S  X  L  M  L  J  
T  E  L  E  V  I  S  I  O  N  
C  P  B  O  F  B  T  C  C  B  
H  O  V  C  I  D  E  R  K  R  
E  T  W  S  T  U  K  O  Z  D  
N  Q  A  V  E  C  R  W  N  B  
A  F  L  W  L  P  C  A  H  P  
L  A  K  E  X  C  D  V  F  Z  
D  N  S  Q  B  O  V  E  N  F  
 
 
 
1. TELEVISION 
2. CIDER  
3. COUCH 
4. DEPOT 
5. KITCHEN  
6. MICROWAVE  
7. WALK 
8. LAKE 
9. OVEN 
10. CLOCK  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
K  T  C  O  U  C  H  L  C  T  
I  D  O  H  S  X  L  M  L  J  
T  E  L  E  V  I  S  I  O  N  
C  P  B  O  F  B  T  C  C  B  
H  O  V  C  I  D  E  R  K  R  
E  T  W  S  T  U  K  O  Z  D  
N  Q  A  V  E  C  R  W  N  B  
A  F  L  W  L  P  C  A  H  P  
L  A  K  E  X  C  D  V  F  Z  
D  N  S  Q  B  O  V  E  N  F  
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Gifting 
Kyle and Nicole met on a dating app and have been talking for a few months. Although they 
both have feelings for each other, they do not consider themselves to be in an exclusive 
relationship because Kyle lives in Arizona while Nicole lives in Chicago. Kyle surprises Nicole 
for her birthday and tells her he has bought her a plane ticket to come visit him in Arizona. She is 
very excited, but nervous because she knows that, even though they sext and exchange pictures, 
she does not want to have sex with him the first time they meet in person. After their first night 
out in Arizona, they get back to Kyle’s apartment and it becomes apparent that he was expecting 
to have sex. Nicole tells him her worries and he becomes upset with her saying that he “didn’t fly 
her across the country for nothing”. Nicole feels guilty, so she has sex with him.   
 
Courtship 
John and Rachel met at a bar and subsequently spent the night hanging out a few weeks ago. 
Throughout the night, John and Rachel would occasionally make out and dance together. At the 
end of the night, John invited Rachel back to his apartment, but she declined saying she doesn’t 
like hooking up with random guys. So, they exchanged numbers and have been flirting via text 
message since. They make plans to meet up at a local bar this weekend. After having a few 
drinks, John asks Rachel if she wants to go back to his apartment and she says yes. When they 
get there, they begin making out. John tries to remove Rachel’s clothes, but she says she still 
doesn’t want to have sex with him. John, feeling confused and annoyed says, “What are you 
prude? Why did you even come back here then?” Rachel is really upset, but she doesn’t want 
John to think badly of her, so she has sex with him anyways. 
 
Sex by Trickery 
Andrew and Madison have just met at a fraternity party. They are instantly attracted to each 
other when they meet at the party. The party is at Andrew’s fraternity house, so he keeps giving 
Madison free drinks while everyone else has to pay. They are dancing and occasionally kissing 
on the crowded dance floor in the basement of the fraternity house. After a few hours both 
Andrew and Madison are very drunk, and he tells her he wants to show her something upstairs. 
Madison agrees to follow Andrew to his room where they start making out on his bed. Andrew 
takes off Madison’s shirt and pants and Madison removes his shirt also. Andrew reaches under 
Madison’s bra to feel her breasts and then she removes her own bra. Andrew eventually removes 
his own pants and her underwear at which point Madison says, “We can keep hooking up, but 
I’m not going to have intercourse with you- we just met.” Andrew says that’s fine and they keep 
making out. Madison does not protest when he inserts his fingers into her vagina. Andrew 
eventually removes his underwear and Madison gives him a skeptical look. They keep making 
out and after some time Andrew inserts his penis into her vagina. Madison is very intoxicated 
and does not quite realize for the first few seconds, but he says, “it's fine, we’re already doing it” 
and they continue having sex.  
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Sex by Intoxication 
Chris and Sara meet at a fraternity party. They hang out all night and Chris supplies Sara with 
drinks. Sara eventually becomes extremely intoxicated and needs to go home. Chris offers to 
take her back to the dorm they both live in. When they get back, he takes her to her own room. 
She tells him her roommate is out of town. They have sex, but Sara doesn’t remember in the 
morning. Chris tells her she initiated and asked him to have sex with her. She is upset but Chris 
comforts her and they begin kissing again. They then have sex again in the morning and Chris 
leaves. Sara feels very badly after. 
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